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HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 


THE  ROSE.    GiLMOBE.  isis. 

tUh  January* 


HTHIS  was  a  cause  of  collision,  promoted  by  the     The  rule  of 
owners   of  the  schooner  Regina  against  this  noI^t%on 
vessel,  her  tackle,  &c,,  &c.  ^^  t*^  ^ 

p       "I     •        1  •  •  be  observed 

Tne  schooner,  as  set  forth  m  the  act  on  petition,  invariably  in 

was  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Exmouth  to  Newport,  21^  or  other' 

in  ballast,  when,  on  the  night  of  the  5th  of  Octo-  ^oth"^n°* 

ber  last,  she  was  proceedinff   up   channel,   close  adverse  couriet 

'  ^  11  1    -  when  there  is  a 

hauled  on  the  larboard  tack,  her  course  lying  e.s.e.,  probeUe  chance 
and  the  wind  blowing  from  the  n,e.  or  nn,e.     At  °  Sie^^es- 
the  distance  of  about  half  a  mile,  she  observed  a  t^ll'^^"^^, 

'  way»    means  not 

steamer  coming  down  channel,  at  the  rate  of  ten  crossing  a  ves- 
or  eleven  knots  an  hour,  with  mainsail,  foresail,  jib,  going  under  her 
and  topsail  set ;    and  when  the  two  vessels  were  II^T^ 

within  a  quarter  of  a  mile  of  each  other,  the  mas-  P"/^n«J»«[ 

ter  of  the  schooner  ported  her  helm,  hailing  the  condemned  in 
steamer  to  do  the  same,  but  the  helm  of  the  steamer  under  the  cir- 
was  kept  astarboard,  and  in  consequence  thereof  thnltL***°^ 
she  ran  stem  on  into  the  schooner. 
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2  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

184S.  The  defence  on  the  part  of  the  steamer  was, 

vnrtn  January.       v  t  •    i  •» 

^^^^  ^^^^  that  the  night  was  dark  and  hazy,  and  the  steamer 
had  three  bright  lights  burning,  but  the  schooner 
hoisted  no  light.  That  no  vessel  could  be  seen  at 
a  greater  distance  than  a  quarter  of  a  mile,  and 
when  first  discovered,  the  schooner  was  seen  one 
point  on  the  starboard  side  of  the  steamer.  That 
under  the  circumstances  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Rose  to  bear  up,  and  in  order  to  do  so,  the  master 
of  the  steamer  did  right  in  putting  his  helm  astar- 
board. 

The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by 

Add(ims  and  Pratt^  for  the  owners  of  the  Regina. 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Elphinstonej  contra. 

Per  Curiam. 

Gentlemen, — The  material  facts  of  the  case  are  but 

little  disputed,  and  the  decision  must  turn  upon  the 

opinion  which  you  may  entertain  as  to  the  propriety 

of  the  measures  pursued  by  the  masters  of  the  two 

vessels  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  evi- 

&mw<?,  steam    dcncc  bcforc  the  Court.     It  is  not  denied,  that  the 

^\ngl\n^Kt    vessel  proceeded  against  was  coming  down  the  Bristol 

k^ote  ^r  ho^r    Channel,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  at  the  rate  of 

in  a  dark  night;  bctwecn  tcn  and  eleven  knots  an  hour;  and  it  is 

if  a  steam  vessel    ^,  i«iii  .i  -i 

going  at  that  further  admitted,  by  her  own  evidence  in  the  cause, 

MUirionrfth  °  that  there  was  a  considerable  haze  upon  the  water, 

JnthS^Juh^  and  that  no  vessel  could  be  discerned  at  a  greater 

party  seeing  distaucc  than  a  quarter  of  a  mile.      Now  if  the 

each  other,  the  •  i  i  i  i  i 

steamer  will  be    stcamcr,  comiug  dowu  the  channel  at  the  rate  as 

th^^dll^.''"'    stated,  had  run  down  the  Regina,  without  either 

of  the  parties   seeing  each    other,   I  should    have 

taken  upon  myself  the  responsibility  of  saying  that 

the  Rose  would  have  been  responsible  for  the  da- 
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mage,  and  I  will  state  the  reason.  It  may  be  a  g^^  j^; 
matter  of  convenience  that  steam  vessels  should 
proceed  with  great  rapidity,  but  the  law  will  not 
justify  them  in  proceeding  with  such  rapidity  if  the 
property  and  lives  of  other  persons  are  thereby 
endangered.  I  well  remember  a  case  which  oc- 
curred before  Lord  EUenborough,  in  which  this 
principle  was  applied,  though  not  in  a  case  of  col- 
lision at  sea.  The  driver  of  one  of  the  mail 
coaches  was  indicted  at  the  Old  Bailey  for  man- 
slaughter, he  having  run  over  and  killed  a  man. 
It  was  urged  in  his  defence,  that,  by  contract  with 
the  Post  Office,  he  was  compelled  to  go  at  the  rate 
of  nine  miles  an  hour.  Lord  EUenborough,  ad- 
verting to  that  defence  in  his  summing  up,  ob- 
served, that  no  contract  with  any  public  office,  and 
no  consideration  of  public  convenience,  could  jus- 
tify the  endangering  of  the  lives  of  his  Majesty's 
sabjects.  The  man  was  convicted  of  manslaughter, 
and  punished.  The  principle  so  laid  down  by 
Lord  EUenborough  equally  appUes,  I  apprehend, 
to  the  present  case  ;  and  therefore,  if  the  accident 
had  happened  in  the  manner  I  have  stated,  I 
should,  without  asking  your  opinion,  have  con- 
sidered  it  my  duty  to  have  condemned  the  owners 
of  this  steam  vessel  in  the  amount  of  the  damages 
sued  for  upon  the  present  occasion. 

But  the  two  vessels  in  this  case  did,  as  it  ap- 
pears, perceive  each  other  previous  to  the  collision 
taking  place.  How  then  does  the  case  stand  with 
respect  to  the  measures  that  either  party  adopted 
in  order  to  avoid  the  coUision  ?  The  Regina  was 
proceeding  on  the  larboard  tack,  her  course  being 
E.S.E.,  and  going  at  the  rate  of  four  knots  an  hour 
against  the  ebb  tide.     As  soon  as  he  perceived  the 
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^^*^*        steamer  cominff  down  upon  him,  that  is,  when  the 

I  Januaru.  O  .  . 

two  vessels  were  half  a  mile  distant,  the  master  of 
the  schooner  put  his  helm  to  port,  and  hailed  the 
steamer  to  do  so  likewise.  The  steamer,  according 
to  her  own  account,  does  not  perceive  the  schooner 
until  a  much  later  period  of  time,  and  then  she 
starboarded  her  helm.  It  has  been  said  on  behalf 
of  the  Rose,  that  when  she  first  perceived  the 
Regina,  that  vessel  was  seen  one  point  on  the  star- 
board side  of  the  steamer,  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  this  furnishes  a  justifying  reason  why 
the  steamer  should  have  put  her  helm  astarboard. 
That  in  so  doing  she  was  acting  in  conformity  with 
the  Trinity  House  regulations,  inasmuch  as  the 
Regina  being  close  hauled,  and  the  Rose  being  a 
steamer,  and  going  free,  by  so  bearing  up  she  came 
within  the  words — "  giving  way  to  a  sailing  vessel 
on  a  wind  or  either  tack.**  It  has  also  been  con- 
tended that  the  Regina  was  in  fault  in  not  carry- 
ing a  light. 

With  respect  to  the  latter  point,  I  must  ob- 
serve, that  it  has  been  discussed  over  and  over 
again  in  former  cases  of  this  kind,  and  I  believe 
there  is  no  occasion  in  which  it  has  been  laid 
down  as  a  general  principle,  that  merchant  vessels 
ought  constantly  to  carry  lights.  Under  certain 
circumstances,  undoubtedly,  it  may  be  right  and 
expedient  to  do  so ;  and  whether  the  Regina  was 
bound  to  have  carried  a  light  or  no,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  particular  case,  is  a  point  which 
you  will  take  into  your  consideration. 

You  will  also  have  to  determine  whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  steamer  was  right  in  putting 
her  helm  to  starboard ;  and  whether  in  so  doing 
she  was  giving  way  to  a  vessel  on  the  larboard 
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tack,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  laid  down  in   p^,,,'®^^ 
the  Trinity  House  regulations. 

As  regards  the  assertion  that  the  schooner,  when 
first  observed,  was  seen  one  point  on  the  starboard 
side  of  the  steamer,  it  appears  to  me  that  in  con- 
struing  the  rule  laid  down  by  yourselves,  we  never 
can,  with  any  hope  of  a  satisfactory  result,  enter 
into  the  discussion  as  to  the  precise  point  in  which 
one  vessel  lies  to  another  at  the  time  of  being  disco- 
vered.    In  my  humble  judgment,  the  safe  course  is 
to  hold  that  the  rule  applies  on  all  occasions  where 
there  is  a  probable  risk  of  two  vessels  coming  into 
collision.     You  will  have  the  goodness,  gentlemen, 
to  consider  the  points  to  which  I  have  directed  your 
attention,  and  to  tell  me  which  of  the  two  vessels 
was,  in  your  opinion,  to  blame. 

Trinity  Masters. — ^No  blame  attaches  to  the  Re- 
gina.  The  expression  **  giving  way,"  means  not 
crossing  a  vessel's  bows,  but  going  under  her  stem. 
Considering  the  short  space  of  time  that  intervened, 
the  Regina  did  right  in  porting  her  helm,  and  the 
Rose  was  entirely  in  fault. 

Damage  pronounced  for  with  costs. 


THE  JENNY.     Bowack. 
(Motion.) 


2ilh  Jantuxry. 


TN  this  case  the  vessel  being  in  the  port  of  London,     Qw^y.— How 

and  laden  with  a  cargo  of  merchandize,  destined  bond  given  w 
on  a  voyage  to  Jamaica  and  back  to  London,  the  ^i^^l^Z^ 
master  being  without  funds  or  credit,  applied  to  ^*^e°^b" 
W.  M.,   a  merchant  of  London,  for  the  loan  of  a  proceedings  in 
8um  of  money  on  bottomry.     The  money  was  ad-  Admiralty." 
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tith]/^  vanced,  and  the  master  executed  a  bottomry  bond 
-  in  favour  of  W.  M.,  for  the  sum  of  990/. 

The  bond  was  made  payable  within  sixty  days 
after  the  arrival  of  the  ship  in  the  port  of  London, 
or  at  the  end  and  expiration  of  six  calendar  months 
from  the  date  of  the  bond. 

The  vessel  proceeded  to  Jamaica,  and  returned 
to  this  country  upon  the  26th  September,  1842. 

A  warrant  of  arrest  was  taken  out  against  the 
ship,  and  the  usual  proceedings  having  been  had, 
the  Court  was  now  moved  by  Burnaby  to  direct  a 
decree  of  appraisement,  and  a  perishable  monition 
to  issue  against  the  ship. 

Per  Curiam. 
I  feel  that  some  difficulty  arises  upon  the  face  of 
this  bond.     The  bond  purports  to  have  been  given 
whilst  the  vessel  was  lying  in  port  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  a  voyage. 

Burnaby. 
The  bond  is  drawn  up  in  precisely  the  same 
terms  as  the  bond  in  the  case  of  the  Hero.  More- 
over, the  parties  interested  in  the  ship  have  had 
notice  of  this  application,  and  no  objection  is  raised 
on  their  behalf. 

Per  Curiam. 

As  the  owners  have  had  notice  of  the  applica- 
tion, and  no  objection  is  taken  on  their  behalf,  I 
shall  sign  the  primum  decretum,  and  direct  the 
decree  to  issue  as  prayed. 

If  any  objection  had  been  raised  on  behalf  of  the 
owners,  I  should  have  entertained  much  doubt  in 
granting  this  motion. 

The  acquiescence  of  the  owners  relieves  me  from 
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the  doubt  in  the  present  instance.     I  shall  there-   „,,J?^ 

.  1  T       •  1      •  1  J  24th  Januarjf, 

fore  grant  the  motion ;  but  I  wish  it  to  be  under- 
stood  that  in  so  doing,  I  give  no  opinion  upon  the 
question,  how  far  a  bond  given  in  port,  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  a  voyage,  is  recoverable  by  pro- 
ceedings in  this  Court. 

Motion  granted. 


THE     MOUNTAINEER.       HeATON.  Slst  January. 


JN  this  case  the  Mountaineer,  a  barque  of  354  vesseis^rome^^up 

tons,  having  struck  upon  the  Tongue  Sand,  and  a^^aLutlnw^" 

afterwards  upon  the  shingles  oflF  Margate,  upon  the  *<>  *  ^Wp  in  du- 

8th  of  September  last,  two  luggers,  the  Mary  and  person  compo>- 

the  Liberty,  of  the  joint  burthen  of  forty-nine  tons,  H^oll^h^r^ 

went   to   her  assistance;  and  upon  the  foUowinff  only arcaciuaUy 

'  i  o    employed,  are 

morning,  having  brought  out  an  anchor  and  cable,  cntiUed  to  be 
the  salvors  succeeded  in  conducting  her  to  the  North  Xors. 
Foreland,  when  she  was  taken  in  tow  and  brought  up 
to  London  by  a  steamer. 

The  value  of  the  ship,  cargo  and  freight,  was 
£12,000,  and  a  tender  of  £120  was  oflfered  and 
rejected. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  RohinsoUy  for  the  salvors. 

Queen! 8  Advocate  and  Elphinstoney  contra. 

The  Court  awarded  the  sum  of  £250,  and  in  the 
course  of  the  judgment  observed : — "There  is  much 
discrepancy  with  respect  to  the  manner  in  which 
the  services  of  the  salvors  were  tendered  and 
accepted.  On  the  one  hand,  it  is  said  by  the 
master  that  he  only  accepted  the  assistance  of  five 
men,  and  on  the  other  it  is  alleged  by  the  salvors 
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Slit  January, 


that  the  services  of  all  were  accepted.  Now  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  when  two  vessels  come  up  together 
to  render  assistance  to  a  ship  in  distress,  all  the 
persons  composing  the  crews,  although  a  part  only 
are  actually  employed,  are  entitled  to  he  considered 
as  salvors.  It  is  probahle  that,  under  the  circum- 
stances in  which  they  were  placed,  the  pilot,  the 
master  and  crew  were  exceedingly  alarmed ;  and  I 
think  the  statement  of  the  salvors  upon  this  point 
is  supported  by  all  the  facts  of  the  case.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  tender  is  not  sufficient. 


SlttJIcmumy. 

If  a  Tend 
cbootes  to  aTifl 
bendfof  apar- 
ticnlar  mode  of 
goiog  down  the 
rirer  at  a  par- 
ticular  time^ 
which  renders 
H  difficult  to 
escape  a  col- 
Boon,  she  mutt 
bear  the  conse- 
quences of  the 
contingency  to 
which  she  has 
exposed  herselL 

Plea,ina 
causeof  da- 
Bsgesy  that  the 
ship  causing  the 
colfision  was 
being  warped 
down  theriTer 
at  the  time^  and 
in  consequence 
could  not  get 
out  of  the  way, 
OTcmiled. 


THE  HOPE.     Hart. 

'T'HIS  was  a  case  of  collision  under  the  circimi- 
stances  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

For  the  owners  of  the  barge,  Addams. 

For  the  owners  of  the  Hope,  Phillimoref  A.  A., 
and  Harding. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  circumstances  of  this  case  are  exceedingly 
few,  and  the  question  which  it  involves  is  in  its 
nature  of  the  very  simplest  kind. 

The  act  on  petition  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  is  very  properly  confined  to  the  facts  which 
occurred  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  states  that 
the  barge  was  coming  up  the  river  Thames  with 
the  tide,  whilst  the  schooner  was  going  down  the 
river  against  the  tide,  with  a  south-west  or  favour- 
able wind,  and  instead  of  getting  out  of  the  way,  as 
she  ought  to  have  done,  she  ran  into  the  barge 
stem  on.     The  defence  to  the  action  contains  no 
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direct  denial  of  this   averment.     The   answer  of  ^i^^^J^^^^ 

the  schooner  is,  that  the  harge  had  hut  one  man     thkHoct, 

on  board ;  hut  hy  the  evidence  it  is  proved  that 

there  were  two.     It  also  further  alleges,  that  the 

schooner  was  incapable  of  getting  out  of  the  way, 

because  she  was  warped  ;  and  the  answer  concludes 

with  a  vast  deal  of  irrelevant  matter,  setting  forth 

alleged   conversations   which    took    place    on   the 

occasion,  to  the  effect  that  the  amount  of  damage 

was  estimated  at  about  £6,  and  that  an  offer  was 

made  to  accept  that  sum,  but  without  prejudice,  as 

a  compensation  for  the  damage  in  question.     Now 

assuming  that  the  tender  was  made  as  stated,  it  is 

impossible  that  I  could  take  any  notice  of  it  in  these 

proceedings.     The  Court  has  no  materials  whereon 

to  form  a  judgment  as  to  whether  it  is  equal  to  the 

damage  which  has  been  sustained ;  and  even  if  it 

had,  the  course  of  justice  would  require  that  it 

should  be  referred  to   the  registrar   to   ascertain 

the  fact     With  respect  to  the  argument  which  has 

been  urged,  that  cases  have  occurred  in  which  such 

tenders  have  been   admitted  in  salvage  cases,    it 

is  to  be   observed   that  the    distinction  between 

salvage  and  damage  by  collision  is  superabundant. 

Moreover,  even  in  cases  of  salvage,  a  tender  would 

not  be  binding  or  conclusive  unless  it  were  made 

in  Court. 

Dismissing,  therefore,  from  my  consideration  the 
averments,  in  the  answer  to  which  I  have  adverted, 
the  only  point  to  be  decided  is  who  is  to  blame. 
The  defendant  has  made  an  admission  in  his 
own  plea,  from  which  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  the 
damage  was  occasioned  by  himself.  Does  then 
the  asserted  fact,  that  the  schooner  was  incapable 
of  getting  out  of  the  way  because  she  was  warped. 
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1848.  supply  a  suflScient  exculpation  to  relieve  the 
__  -  Z^**^  owners  from  making  the  indemnification  which 
is  claimed  hy  the  plaintiflF  in  these  proceedings  ? 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not.  If  a 
vessel  chooses  to  avail  herself  of  a  particular  mode 
of  going  down  the  river  at  a  particular  time,  which 
renders  it  difficult  to  escape  collision,  if  a  collision 
does  take  place,  she  must  bear  the  consequences 
of  a  contingency  to  which  she  has  exposed  herself. 
I  therefore  pronounce  for  the  damage,  and  refer 
the  amount  to  the  registrar  and  merchants,  and  I 
must  give  the  plaintiff  his  costs. 


81-jimuary.  THE  AGRICOLA.     Grayson. 


In  the  ctse  of 


•T^^^*^  THIS  was  a  cause  of  collision  promoted  by  the 
d^k^'th*to^°  owners  of  the  schooner  the  Don  against  this 

and  ^ner  of      VCSScl,  her  tacklc,  &C. 

aMhor°u  ext  The  act  on  petition  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of 

A^pro^;^'^^^  the  Don  in  substance  pleaded^That  the  Don  ar- 
**»«pj?*-  .  rived  off  the  King's  Dock  basin,  at  Liverpool, 
t  cause  of  dfr.  about  uoou  ou  the  7th  September  last.  That 
^^d^tlin*  whilst  in  the  act  of  warping  into  the  dock,  the 
5^T^r**  master  was  ordered  to  drop  astern,  so  as  to  per- 
entering  the  port  mit  ftu  outward  bouud  vcsscl  to  pass,  which  order 
and  r^^m^  foul  was  obcycd,  the  sails  being  at  such  time  furled 
^-^c^nitt^-  iinder  the  pier  dock  master's  direction.  That  sub- 
**°VpiMT"  sequent  to  the  passing  of  the  vessel,  and  whilst 
and  the  Genend  the  crcw  wcrc  making  every  dispatch  to  dock  her, 
aiUiddo^  the  barque  Agricola  suddenly  appeared  in  sight, 
iSe  MiSHnd  running  under  sail  into  the  basin  at  the  rate  of 
the  Protector,     about  six  milcs  per  hour,  having  both  the  wind 

supported.  ,  • 

and  tide  strong  in  her  favour ;  that  she  so  con- 
tinned  running  without  letting  go  her  anchor  un- 
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til  she  had  got  close  upon  the  Don,  and  in  conse-        ib^s. 
quence  of  such  neglect  on  her  part,  not  having      "  «»»««ry- 
been  checked  in  time,  ran  full  speed  into  the  Don, 
doing  the  damage,  &c. 

On  the  part  of  the  Agricola  it  was  pleaded  in 
answer,  that  when  off  Point  Lynas  a  duly  licensed 
Liyerpool  pilot  was  taken  on  board  the  Agricola, 
who  took  charge  of  the  vessel  and  proceeded  with 
her  up  to  Liverpool.  That  at  the  time  the  barque 
rounded  the  rock,  all  her  sails  were  furled  with 
the  exception  of  the  foretop  sail,  which  was  double 
reefed.  That  as  the  barque  proceeded  up  the 
river  Mersey  under  the  charge  of  the  pilot,  the 
foretop  sail  was  by  his  direction  clued  up  snug, 
previous  to  running  into  dock.  That  as  the 
barque  neared  the  entranoe  of  the  King's  Dock 
basin,  into  which  the  pilot  intended  to  take  her, 
he,  as  well  as  the  master  and  crew,  saw  a  vessel 
moored  to  the  north  pier-head,  and  when  they 
rounded  her  and  were  about  to  run  into  the  basin, 
they  saw  for  the  first  time  the  schooner  Don  lying 
right  athwart  the  basin.  That  although  the  pilot, 
Blaster,  and  crew  of  the  Agricola  had  kept  a  good 
look-out,  it  was  impossible  for  them  to  see  the 
schooner  until  they  were  at  the  entrance  of  the 
basin,  as  the  tobacco  warehouses  and  the  vessels 
lying  at  the  entrance  obstructed  the  view.  That 
the  schooner  was  lying  in  an  improper  position, 
viz.,  close  to  the  entrance  of  the  basin,  and  right 
across  it,  her  stem  being  within  ten  or  twelve 
yards  of  the  south  wall,  and  with  two  hawsers  out, 
which  were  fastened  to  the  north  pier-head.  That 
the  barque  was  in  the  entrance  of  the  basin  almost 
the  moment  those  on  board  her  saw  the  schooner. 
That  it  was  impossible  to  let  go  the  anchor  of  the 
barque  in  the  entrance  of  the  basin,  as  there  is  not 
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1843.  sufficient  room  for  a  vessel  to  swing  between  the 
'**"'^'  pier-headsy  but  immediately  on  her  getting  inside, 
the  crew  of  the  barque  let  go  the  best  bower,  and 
fearing  she  could  not  be  brought  up  in  time,  they 
put  the  helm  hard  aport,  to  endeavour  to  clear 
the  schooner  by  going  between  her  and  the  south 
wall,  but  the  barque  had  so  much  way  upon  her, 
and  the  chain  ran  out  so  quickly,  that  before  she 
could  be  brought  up  she  struck  the  schooner  on  her 
larboard  bow,  and  then  ran  against  the  south  wall 
of  the  basin,  where  she  was  brought  up.  That  the 
collision  was  imputable  to  the  mismanagement  of  the 
Don  in  taking  up  the  position  which  she  did  across 
the  basin,  and  not  to  any  one  on  board  the  Agri- 
cola,  or  if  so,  the  same  was  occasioned  by  the  default 
of  the  pilot,  who  was  in  sole  charge  of  the  barque. 
That  by  reason  of  the  premises  and  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Liverpool  Pilot  Act,  5  Geo.  IV.  cap.  73. 
sec.  25,  and  of  the  General  Pilot  Act,  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  the  owners  of  the  Agricola  are 
not  answerable  for  the  damage,  &c.,  &c. 

A  reply  was  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of 
the  Don,  denying  that  the  vessel  was  in  an  impro- 
per position  as  pleaded ;  also  denying  that  the  Pilot 
Acts  pleaded  in  the  answer  of  the  Agricola  applied 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  case  was  argued  upon  the  merits  before  Tri- 
nity Masters  by 

Queen^s  Advocate  and  Addarm  for  the  owners 
of  the  Don. 

Haggard  and  Bdyford  for  the  owners  of  the 
Agricola. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  the  Don 
was  anchored  in  a  proper  situation,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  dock-master ;  and  that  the  blame  was 
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attributable  to  theAgricola.    Being  expressly  asked        i84s. 
to  give  their  decision  upon  the  point,  the  Trinity    ^''^  •^a«««»y- 
Masters  were  further  of  opinion  that  the  pilot  on 
board  the  Agricola  was  solely  responsible  for  the 
accident 

The  question  was  subsequently  raised  upon  the 
point  of  law,  how  far  the  statutes  pleaded  sustained 
the  claim  of  the  Agricola  to  an  exemption  from  lia- 
bility, and  upon  this  point  the  Court  delivered  the 
following  judgment. 

Judgment — Dr.  Liishington. 
I  have  already  in  former  instances  been  called ' 
upon  to  consider  the  construction  of  the  Pilot  Acts, 
and  in  so  doing,  I  had  occasion  to  refer  to  the  pre- 
vious decisions  which  had  been  made  with  regard 
to  those  Acts.  In  referring  to  those  decisions,  it 
was  my  misfortime  to  find  that  the  interpretations 
put  upon  the  statutes  had  not  been  uniform  or  con- 
sistent ;  and  in  this  conflict  of  authorities  in  the 
cases  of  the  Protector  and  the  Maria,  I  felt  myself 
bound  to  form  my  own  opinion,  and  having  be- 
stowed the  most  anxious  consideration  upon  the 
subject,  to  determine  the  question  according  to  the 
best  of  my  own  judgment.  It  would  not,  I  think, 
tend  to  throw  any  light  upon  the  present  case  if  I 
were  to  repeat  the  observations  which  I  made  in 
deciding  those  cases.  Thus  much,  however,  I  may 
premise,  in  approaching  the  consideration  of  the 
question  which  I  have  now  to  determine,  viz.,  that 
I  shall  continue  to  adopt  the  principles  of  law 
which  I  laid  down  in  the  cases  of  the  Protector 
and  the  Maria,  until  my  decision  in  those  cases  is 
overruled  by  a  superior  court,  and  by  those  prin- 
ciples I  shall  be  guided  in  determining  the  present 


14  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

184S.  case,  unless  any  novelty  should  be  found  in  its  cir- 
Slit  January.  Q^JJJgtJ^nces  to  Taise  a  distinction  in  its  favour. 
Th«  acricola.  w^hat  then  are  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  are 
disclosed  in  the  evidence  before. the  Court?  The 
mate  of  the  Agricola  states,  in  his  affidavit,  that 
the  vessel  having  arrived  from  Calcutta  in  the 
river  Thames,  was  proceeding  from  the  Thames 
to  the  port  of  Liverpool ;  and  it  is  to  be  collected 
from  the  affidavit  of  the  dock-master,  that  at  the 
time  she  entered  the  port  of  Liverpool  she  was  in 
ballast.  It  also  further  appears,  that  when  enter- 
ing the  port  of  Liverpool,  the  master  of  the  Agricola 
took  a  licensed  pilot  on  board ;  that  the  collision 
in  question  occurred  whilst  such  pilot  was  on  board, 
and,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  by 
whom  the  Court  was  assisted  when  the  case  was 
heard  upon  its  merits,  such  collision  was  occasioned 
entirely  by  the  default  of  the  pilot  alone,  and  was 
not  in  any  degree  to  be  attributed  to  the  miscon- 
duct or  negligence  of  the  master  and  crew. 

This  point  was  expressly  submitted  by  the  Court 
to  the  consideration  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  and 
they  were  of  opinion  that  the  whole  blame  lay  with 
the  pilot,  and  for  this  obvious  reason,  namely,  that 
the  collision  arose  from  the  course  pursued  by  the 
Agricola  in  dropping  her  anchor  on  entering  the 
port ;  and  it  was  the  exclusive  duty  of  the  pilot  to 
decide  upon  the  proper  time  and  manner  in  which 
the  anchor  should  be  dropped.  Under  this  state 
of  circumstances,  the  question  now  arises,  whether 
or  not,  under  the  Liverpool  Pilot  Act,  or  by  the 
General  Pilot  Act,  the  owners  of  the  Agricola  are 
to  be  relieved  from  their  liability  to  make  good  the 
loss  which  has  been  occasioned  ?  In  the  act  on 
petition,  the  owners  of  the  Agricola  have  set  forth 
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the  ground  of  their  asserted  exemption  in  the  fol-  isis. 
lowing  terms  :  "  That  under  the  provisions  of  the  ^''*  •'«*««ry. 
Liverpool  Pilot  Act,  5  George  IV.  cap.  73,  sect. 
25,  and  also  the  General  Pilot  Act  in  that  case 
made  and  provided,  the  owners  of  the  Agricola  are 
not  liahle,"  &c.  From  these  words,  therefore,  it  is 
obvious,  that  the  Act  5  Geo.  IV.  is  specifically 
referred  to  as  a  ground  of  defence,  and  the  attention 
of  the  Court  is  directly  called  to  it.  It  is  also 
equally  clear,  that  the  defence  is  not  rested  ex- 
clusively upon  the  Liverpool  Pilot  Act  alone,  but 
upon  the  Liverpool  Act  in  conjunction  with  the 
General  Pilot  Act.  In  arguing  the  case,  the 
same  course  of  argument  was  pursued  as  was 
adopted  in  the  cases  of  the  Protector  and  the  Maria ; 
and  the  authority  of  the  cases  Carruthers  v.  Side- 
bottom,  and  the  Attorney-General  v.  Case  was 
again  referred  to. 

The  first  question  then  which  I  have  to  consider 
is  this ;  whether  under  the  provisions  of  the  Liver- 
pool Pilot  Act,  the  master  of  the  Agricola  was 
bound  to  take  a  pilot  or  not  ?  The  Court  has  been 
referred  to  the  various  sections  of  this  Act ;  and 
looking  more  immediately  to  the  words  of  the  25th 
section,  it  is  abundantly  clear,  that  under  that  par- 
ticular section,  the  master  of  the  Agricola,  being 
the  master  of  a  vessel  inward  bound,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  licensed  pilot  on  board,  would  have 
been  liable  to  pay  full  pilotage  dues,  unless  his  ves- 
sel was  in  ballast  at  the  time  of  entering  the  port 
of  Liverpool,  and  employed  in  the  coasting  trade. 
It  is  to  be  especially  noticed,  that  both  these  par- 
ticulars should  be  combined,  in  order  to  take  away 
the  penalty  of  full  pilotage  payment  in  the  case  of 
an  inward  bound  vessel  entering  the  port  of  Liver- 
pool without  a  licensed  pilot  on  board.     How  far 
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1848.  are  these  essential  facts  established  in  the  present 
^  anuwry.  jjjgj^^^^  p  Looking  to  the  pleadings  in  the  cause, 
I  do  not  find  them  in  any  manner  specifically  set 
forth  by  the  owners  of  the  Don.  They  have  con- 
tented  themselves  with  simply  denying  that  the 
25th  section  of  the  Liverpool  Pilot  Act,  and  also 
the  General  Pilot  Act,  as  pleaded,  applies  in 
this  case;  and  their  plea  is  defective  in  this  re- 
spect, inasmuch  that  if  it  was  intended  to  deprive 
the  owners  of  the  Agricola  of  their  exemption 
from  liability  under  the  statute,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  pilot  was  voluntarily,  and  not  compul- 
sorily  taken  on  board,  it  should  have  been  ex- 
pressly pleaded,  that  the  Agricola,  although  in- 
ward bound,  was  not  compellable  to  take  a  pilot  on 
board,  because  she  was  in  ballast,  and  was  engaged 
in  the  coasting  trade.  How  then  does  the  matter 
stand  upon  the  evidence  before  the  Court  ?  That 
the  Agricola  was  in  ballast  at  the  time,  must,  I 
think,  be  considered  as  sufficiently  established  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  dock-master,  for  this  was  a  fact 
within  his  own  immediate  knowledge,  and  his  as- 
sertion of  this  fact  is  altogether  uncontradicted. 
With  respect  to  the  further  averment  to  be  found 
in  his  affidavit,  "  that  she  had  jtist  arrived  from  a 
coasting  voyage^**  I  am  not  disposed  to  place  the 
same  reliance  upon  the  assertion  of  this  witness, 
and  for  this  reason,  viz.,  that  his  information 
upon  this  point  could  only  have  been  derived  from 
the  representation  of  others.  If,  therefore,  there  is 
any  other  evidence  upon  this  point,  to  that  evidence 
I  must  resort.  Now  the  chief  mate  of  the  Agri- 
cola, in  his  affidavit,  states  to  this  effect :  "  That 
he  shipped  on  board  the  vessel,  and  proceeded  in 
her  on  two  voyages;  first,  to  Rio  Janeiro  and 
Calcutta,  and  back  to  London ;  and  secondly,  to 
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Port  Philip   and   Calcutta,    and  thence   hack    to        ^^^^ 
London ;  and  afterwards  from  London  to  Liverpool. 
Does  this  representation  of  the  employment  of 
the  vessel  bring  it  within  the  description  of  a  coast- 
ing vessel,  or  of  the  principle  upon  which  the  mas- 
ters of  vessels  engaged  in  the  coasting  trade  are  ex- 
empted  from  the  necessity  of  taking   a  pilot  on 
board  ?     I  am  of  opinion  that  it  does  not.     In  my 
apprehension,  the  principle  upon  which  vessels  en- 
gaged in  the  coasting   trade  are  so  exempted  is 
this.     That  the  masters  of  such  vessels,  from  their 
occupation  and  experience,  are  supposed  to  be  so 
£uniliarly  acquainted  with  the  English  coasts,  that 
it  would  be  superfluous  and  oppressive  upon  the 
owners  to  impose  upon  them  the  necessity  of  em- 
ploying  a  pilot  on  board.     This  consideration,  it 
seems  to  me,  could  not,  by  any  fair  application  of 
the  principle,  attach  to  the  master  of  the  Agricola, 
who,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the  mate,  had 
been  employed  for  a  length  of  time  in  voyages  to 
foreign  and  far  distant  countries,  and  who,  as  far 
as  the  evidence  goes,  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
engaged  in  the  coasting  trade  at  all.     It  has  been 
suggested  in  the  argument,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
owners  of  the  Don,  that  the  Agricola,  having  dis- 
charged the  whole  of  her  cargo  in  London,  had 
completed  the  voyage  from  Calcutta  in  which  she 
was  engaged.     That  the  voyage  from  London  to 
Liverpool  was  consequently  to  be  considered  as  a 
new  and  distinct  voyage,  and,  being  from  one  port 
of  England  to  another,  was  fairly  within  the  de- 
signation of  a  coasting  voyage.     Now,  in  one  sense 
of  the  phrase,  undoubtedly  a  voyage  from  one  port 
in  England  to  another  may  perhaps  be  properly  de- 
scribed as  a  coasting  voyage ;   but,  looking  to  the 
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184S.  general  intention  of  the  legislature,  and  also  to  the 
siMt  January.  ^^^^  immediate  wording  of  the  25th  section  of  the 
Th.  AawcoLA.  gj^j^^^  5  &  6  G.  IV.  cap.  75, 1  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  voyage  of  this  vessel  fix>m  London  to  Liver- 
pool, in  the  statutory  definition  of  the  term,  cannot 
be  considered  a  coasting  voyage,  so  as  to  bring  it 
within  the  exception  marked  out  by  the  25th  sec- 
tion. The  meaning  of  the  expression  "  coasting 
voyage,"  in  that  section,  according  to  my  inter- 
pretation of  the  term,  is  to  be  confined  to  a 
trading  from  one  British  port  to  another.  If  this 
be  so,  the  master  of  the  Agricola,  in  case  he  had 
refused  to  receive  a  pilot  on  board,  would  have 
been  liable  to  the  payment  of  full  pilotage  dues, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  25th  section  of  the  Act. 
He  would,  moreover,  have  been  subjected  to  a 
further  penalty  under  the  provisions  of  the  20th 
section,  the  words  of  which  are  these :  "  shall  make 
a  signal,  and  take  a  pilot,  or  be  liable  to  a  penalty 
of  £5.  Being  then  of  opinion  that  the  master  of 
the  Agricola  was  compelled  to  take  a  pilot,  I  have 
now  to  consider  how  far  the  owners  of  this  vessel 
are  exonerated  from  the  consequences  of  such 
pilot's  misconduct.  In  the  investigation  of  this 
point  in  the  case,  I  must  look  to  the  General  Pilot 
Act,  6  G.  IV.  cap.  175.  The  Liverpool  Pilot  Act 
contains  no  express  exoneration,  and  no  construc- 
tion has  been  put  upon  that  Act  that,  per  se,  it 
confers  upon  the  owners  any  exemption  from  lia- 
bility. The  question  then  arises,  is  this  responsi- 
bility taken  away  by  the  General  Pilot  Act  ?  This 
question  is  obviously  attended  with  no  little  dif- 
ficulty, and  for  this  reason,  viz.,  that  it  has  already 
been  raised  before  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  and 
the  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  the  judges  of  those 
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Courts  entertained  very  diflferent  conclusions  with  i84s. 
respect  to  the  construction  of  the  Act  of  Par-  *<  <^«^»y- 
liament ;  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  holding  that 
the  general  Act  did  operate  upon  the  Liverpool 
Act,  the  Court  of  Exchequer  as  clearly  holding 
tha^  it  did  not.  In  determining  this  question  in 
reference  to  the  present  case,  I  shall  adopt  the 
same  course  which  I  pursued  in  the  case  of 
the  Maria,  and,  without  taking  upon  myself  the 
difficult  task  of  deciding  upon  the  conflicting  opi- 
nions of  such  high  authorities  as  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  I  shall 
be  guided  by  the  general  principle  upon  which  my 
judgment  was  founded  in  the  case  of  the  Maria, 
viz.,  that  wherever  a  man  is  compelled  by  the  law 
to  employ  a  particular  individual  in  the  perform- 
ance of  a  given  service,  the  law  (which  imposes  the 
obligation  upon  him)  must  take  away  his  responsi- 
bility for  the  acts  of  that  individual  whom  he  is  so 
compelled  to  employ.  Applying  this  principle  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  before  me,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  defence  of  the  owners  of  the  Agri- 
cola  is  a  valid  defence,  and  that  they  have  esta- 
blished their  exemption  from  the  responsibility  of 
this  collision. 

Before  I  close  my  observations  upon  this  case,  I 
will  shortly  advert  to  an  argument  which  has  been 
urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  owners  of  the  Agri- 
cola,  that  even  if  the  taking  a  pilot  on  board  was 
not  compulsory,  yet,  if  a  pilot  should  be  taken  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament, the  liability  of  the  owners,  upon  general 
principle,  is  thereby  discharged.  In  support  of 
this  position,  the  Court  was  referred  to  the  decision 
in  the  case  of  Lucy  v.  Ingram.    Reference  was  also 
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i8i3.        made  to  the  case  of  Milligan  v.  Wedge,  reported 
—    anuary.    .^  ^j^^  ^^^^  volume  of  Adolphus  and  Ellis's  Re- 
6UCOLA.  p^pj^^     Now,  in  the  case  of  Lucy  v.  Ingram  (a),  a 
pilot  was  taken  voluntarily  by  the  master  of  a  ves- 
sel, and   as  such  pilot  was  taken  unJler  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute,  he  being  compellable  tq  go 
on  board  if  required,  and  the  /5oth  section  of  the 
Act  having  directed  that  no  person  shall  be  respons- 
ible for  the  acts  of  a  pilot  taken  on  board  under  the 
pronsions  of  the  statute,  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
was  of  opinion  that,  although  the  master  was  not 
compelled   to  take  the  pilot,  yet  being  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  statutory  enactment,  the  owners  were 
not  responsible  for  the    acts  of  such  pilot.     The 
case,   therefore,  of  Lucy  v.  Ingram,  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  the  case  suggested,  and  1  am  not 
prepared  to  extend  the  principle  upon  which  that 
case  was  decided  to  the  case  of  a  pilot  voluntarily 
taken  on  board  under  the  pro^'isions  of  the  Liver- 
pool Pilot  Act,  unless  the  Act  of  6  G.  IV.  applies 
to  that  Act.     Assuming  that  it  does  not  apply,  I 
am  not  prepared  to  say  that  if  the  pilot  had  been 
voluntarily  taken  on  board  this  vessel,  the  owners 
would  not  be  responsible  for  the  acts  of  that  pilot. 
If  the  doctrine  contended  for  be  true,  that  the  re- 
sponsibility would  not  attach  upon  general  principle, 
the  discussions  in  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and 
the  Exchequer  would  have  been  unnecessary ;  and 
looking  to  the  persons  by  whom  the  question  was 
argued  and  determined  in  those  Courts,  the  Chief 
Baron  Thompson  being  one  of  the  judges,  than 
whom  a  more  careful  judge  never  sat  upon  the 
bench,  I  cannot  but  think  that  if  such  an  argument 

(a)  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer. 
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would  have  held  good,  it  would  have  been  noticed 
in  the  argument  of  counsel,  or  adverted  to  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Court. 

With  respect  to  the  case  of  Milligan  lu  Wedge, 
I  do  not  think  that  case  will  bear  out  the  proposi- 
tion in  support  of  which  it  has  been  cited. 

In  that  case,  the  purchaser  of  a  bullock  employed 
a  licensed  drover  to  drive  it  from  Smithfield  to  the 
butcher's  shop.  The  drover  employed  a  boy,  and 
mischief  was  occasioned  through  the  careless  driv- 
ing of  the  boy  so  employed.  The  Court  held  that 
the  purchaser  was  not  liable  for  the  damage,  and 
for  this  reason,  viz.,  that  by  the  bye-laws  of 
London  he  was  compelled  to  employ  the  licensed 
drover  in  the  first  instance ;  he  had  therefore  no 
choice  as  to  whom  he  should  employ.  Between 
that  case,  therefore,  and  the  present  case  there  is 
this  distinction,  that  in  the  present  case  the  owners 
of  the  Agricola  might  by  law  have  employed  their 
own  master  in  navigating  their  vessel,  subject  to 
the  penalties  to  which  I  have  already  adverted. 
In  the  case  of  Milligan  v.  Wedge,  the  purchaser 
was,  ex  necessitate,  compelled  to  employ  the  licensed 
drover.  The  principle  therefore  upon  which  that 
case  was  determined,  does  not  apply  in  the  present 
case.  In  deciding  the  present  question,  my  judg- 
ment is  founded  solely  upon  the  principle  which 
I  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  Maria,  viz.,  that 
the  master  of  the  Agricola  was  bound  to  take 
the  pilot  on  board,  and  the  collision  having  been 
occasioned  entirely  by  the  misconduct  of  that  pilot, 
the  owners  of  the  Agricola  cannot  be  made  re- 
sponsible.    I  therefore  dismiss  them  from  this  suit. 

Haggard.     With  costs  ? 

Per  Curiam.     No,  not  with  costs. 


1843. 
S\ St  January, 

The  Agricola. 
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THE  LOUISA. 

lOiHF^.  {Motion.) 

In  apportioning  'T'HIS  wos  a  Guestioii  OS  to  the  apportionment  of 

a  lalTage  award,      X  ^  .  i     i    i         i       /->i 

the  Court  will  a  saivage  remuneration  awarded  by  the  Court 

rt^ifbliun?by  to  the  owners  and  crews  of  three  fishing  smacks, 
madf*^^*         The  case,  which  was  a  case  of  derelict,   was 

Court  between  argucd  upou  its  mcrits,  in  Michaehnas  Term,  1842, 

crew  prior  to  whcu  the  Court  awarded  the  sum  of  £1200,  the 

the  ^A^^l!^-  admitted  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo  heing  £4000. 

de^ti"  '^  ^*  appeared  that  at  the  time  of  hiring  the  crews 

A  scale  of  articlcs  were  drawn  up  hy  the  owners,  and  signed 

apportionment      ^        ,i  i    •    •  a  ,• 

dSwn  up  under  by  the  men,  containmg  an  agreement  respectmg 
ment*ov^S^^,  the  relative  apportionmient  of  all  salvage  awards 
and  a  fresh  ap-    between  the  owners  and  the  crew.     In  pursuance 

portionment  «      <•  •         <•  •  i     • 

made  by  the  of  that  agreement  m  this  case,  bemg  a  case  of 
derelict,  a  particular  scale  of  apportionment  had 
been  drawn  up  by  the  agent  for  the  owners  and 
crews,  allotting  £2  to  each  of  the  mates,  and  £l 
to  each  of  the  seamen,  in  addition  to  the  sums 
which  they  were  entitled  to  receive  under  the 
articles.  It  also  further  appeared  that  an  extra 
allotment  had  been  made  to  the  appretitices  who 
were  on  board  at  the  time  of  the  salvage,  and  that 
payments  had  been  made  to  them  in  advance,  which 
it  was  alleged  could  not  be  legally  recovered. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  scale  of  apportion- 
ment, drawn  up  by  the  agent,  was  brought  in 
annexed  to  an  affidavit,  and  the  Court  was  moved 
to  confirm  the  same,  and  direct  the  sum  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  registry  to  be  distributed  accordingly. 

Per  Curiam. 
An  affidavit  has  been  made  in  this  case,  to  which 


Court. 
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lOth  February. 
Ths  Louisa. 


I  must  advert,  before  I  proceed  to  state  my  opinion  _ ,  \?t»- 
upon  the  question  which  1  have  now  more  imme- 
diately to  determine.  The  affidavit  is  made  by 
Mr.  Hewitt,  who  describes  himself  as  the  agent  of 
the  owners  and  crews  of  the  three  smacks,  and  he 
states  that,  in  his  character  of  agent,  he  has  appor- 
tioned the  salvage  allotment  already  decreed  by 
the  Court,  according  to  the  terms  of  an  agreement 
made  between  the  owners  and  the  crew  of  the 
salving  vessel  at  the  time  of  hiring  ;  and  in  appor- 
tioning the  same  he  has  allotted  the  sum  of  £2  to 
each  of  the  mates,  and  £1  to  each  of  the  seamen, 
in  addition  to  the  sum  which  they  would  be  entitled 
to  receive  under  the  articles.  He  also  further  states, 
that  a  proportionate  additional  allotment  has  been 
made  to  the  apprentices  who  were  on  board  the 
smacks  at  the  time  of  the  salvage ;  and  that  he  has 
himself  made  sundry  payments  to  these  apprentices 
in  advance  upon  such  allotment,  and  that  it  will 
be  impossible  for  him  legally  to  recover  the  re- 
payment  of  these  advances. 

Now  the  first  question  which  I  have  to  consider 
in  reference  to  this  affidavit  is  this.  Am  I,  in  the 
judgment  which  I  am  now  to  pronounce,  bound 
and  concluded  by  the  articles  which  are  so  stated 
to  have  been  entered  into  between  the  owners  and 
crews  of  these  vessels  ?  It  would,  I  conceive,  be 
repugnant  to  general  principles,  and  highly  pre- 
judicial to  the  public  interests,  if  such  a  proposition 
could  be  legally  maintained  in  cases  of  this  de- 
scription. What  would  be  the  effect  of  it  ?  The 
effect  would  be  to  take  away  from  actual  salvors  the 
motives  to  all  enterprise  and  energy.  Until,  there- 
fore, I  am  compelled  by  superior  authority,  I  never 
will  consider  articles  of  this  nature,  made  previous 
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isis.        to  the  performance  of  the  salvage  service,  hindinff 

-  .^ ^  and   conclusive   upon   my  judgment.     I  will  now 

very  shortly  advert  to  the  original  decree  of  the 
Court,  and  to  the  scale  of  apportionment  which  has 
been  brought  in  annexed  to  the  affidavits  in  the 
case.  When  this  cause  was  heard  upon  its  merits 
in  the  first  instance,  the  Court  allotted  a  sum  of 
£1200,  with  a  direction  that  £20  should  be  re- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  indemnifying  the  crew 
of  the  vessel  saved  for  certain  articles  of  clothing, 
which  had  been  left  on  board  when  the  vessel  was 
abandoned,  and  which  it  would  seem  had  been 
appropriated  by  the  salvors  in  the  performance  of 
the  salvage  service.  The  original  sum  therefore  to 
be  distributed  was  £1180;  but  from  this  sum  a 
further  deduction  has  been  made  of  £82  for  agency 
expenses,  leaving  the  net  sum,  upon  which  I  am 
now  asked  to  decree  an  apportionment,  in  the 
amount  of  £1100.  As  the  deduction  for  the 
agent^s  expenses  has  not  been  objected  to,  I  shall 
make  no  particular  observation  upon  it.  Thus 
much,  however,  I  may  state  :  that  if  the  Court 
were  called  upon  to  give  an  opinion  upon  a  deduc- 
tion of  this  kind,  I  should  undoubtedly  refer  the 
consideration  of  the  matter  to  the  registrar  and 
merchants. 

I  now  come  to  the  scale  of  apportionment,  upon 
which  I  am  asked  to  decree  the  distribution  of  the 
remaining  £1100;  and  certainly,  looking  to  for- 
mer precedents  and  to  the  circumstances  of  this 
particular  case,  I  feel  that  in  affirming  the  ar- 
rangement, I  should  act  in  violation  of  all  prece- 
dent, and  in  contradiction  to  the  rules  and  princi- 
ples which  have  been  laid  down  by  former  judges 
of  this  Court  in  cases  of  this  description.     I  have 
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referred  to  a  variety  of  cases  in  which  salvage  re-        isis. 
muneration  has  been  apportioned  by  the  learned  ^     ^' 

judges  who  have  preceded  me  in  this  chair,  and  I 
find  that  the  utmost  amoimt  ever  decreed  to  the 
owners  has  been  a  moiety  of  the  sum  awarded. 
In  the  case  of  the  Albion,  which  was  one  of  the 
last  cases  decided  by  Sir  John  NichoU,  that  learned 
judge  had  to  consider  the  apportionment  of  a  salvage 
award  between  the  owners,  master,  and  crew  under 
circumstances  much  resembling  the  present  case; 
for  it  was  a  case  of  a  vessel  engaged  in  the  occu- 
pation  of  fishing.  In  delivering  his  judgment.  Sir 
J.  Nicholl  drew  a  distinction  between  steam  vessels 
and  other  vessels,  and  he  allotted  to  the  owners 
seven  twentieths,  observing  at  the  time  that  if  a 
scheme  for  the  apportionment  of  salvage  could  be 
agreed  upon  by  counsel,  he  would  make  it  a  rule 
of  Court  I  extremely  doubt,  in  my  own  mind, 
whether  it  would  be  practicable,  looking  at  the 
varying  circumstances  of  this  class  of  cases,  to 
establish  any  rule  of  Court  on  the  subject  which 
could  be  binding  in  all  cases.  It  is  necessary  to 
look  to  the  particular  services  rendered  in  each 
case,  and  then  to  apportion  the  salvage  reward 
according  to  the  facts  and  circumstances  emerging 
from  that  investigation.  If  the  service  has  been 
rendered  at  great  loss  or  risk  to  the  vessel  her- 
self, the  owners  of  that  vessel  are  fairly  entitled  to 
a  greater  proportion  of  reward  than  when  she  is 
merely  auxiliary  to  the  service. 

What  then  are  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case?  The  sum  to  be  apportioned  has  been  di- 
vided by  the  agent  into  300  shares,  and  of  these 
shares  seventy  shares  have  been  apportioned  to  each 
of  the  owners  of  the  three  smacks,  giving  to  these 
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is4a._  owners  the  sum  of  £786  12s.y  out  of  a  gross  total 
of  £1 180 ;  in  other  wordsy  nearly  two  thirds  of  the 
whole  salvage  remuneratioii.  The  scale  of  allotment 
then  gives  to  each  of  the  three  masters  ten  shares, 
amomiting  to  £109  16^.;  to  the  three  mates  five 
shares  each,  amounting  to  £54;  to  five  seamen, 
each  five  shares,  amounting  to  £91  10^.;  and 
lastly,  to  thirteen  apprentices  each  a  share  and  a 
hal^  amounting  to  £73  4«.  Such  is  the  arrange- 
ment proposed  in  the  scale  of  apportionment  which 
has  been  drawn  out  for  the  Court's  acceptance,  and 
to  which,  as  I  have  already  stated,  I  do  not  feel 
myself  justified  in  yielding  my  omcurrence.  I 
have  been  reminded  of  the  occupation  of  the  three 
vessels  engaged  in  this  service,  and  it  has  also  been 
urged  upon  the  Court  that  partial  advances  have 
be^i  made  by  the  agent  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 
posed arrangement,  and  that  great  difficulty  will  be 
experienced  by  Mr.  Hewitt  in  recovering  from  the 
apprentices,  who  are  minors,  the  money  which  has 
been  advanced.  Of  the  latter  circumstance  I  can 
take  no  notice  in  the  present  instance  :  if  the  agent 
has  made  the  asserted  payments  in  his  own  wrong, 
and  at  his  own  risk  and  hazard,  he  must  also  take 
the  risk  of  recovering  it  from  the  parties  to  whom 
such  payments  have  been  made.  I  have  taken 
into  my  consideration  the  fact  that  the  three  ves- 
sels were  engaged  in  fishing  at  the  time,  and  I  am 
of  opinion  now,  as  I  was  formerly,  when  I  appor- 
tioned the  salvage  award  in  the  case  of  the  Deve- 
ron,  that  the  owners  of  fishing  vessels  are  entitled 
to  a  more  liberal  allotment  than  the  owners  of 
other  vessels,  because  their  occupation  is  inter- 
rupted, and  secondly,  because  the  expense  of  navi- 
gating  them  is  larger  than  in  ordinary  cases,  so  far 
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88  regards  the  wages  of  the  mariners.     Taking,        isis. 

then,  the  case  of  the  Deveron  as  my  guide,  I  shall  ^ZT^^ 

adopt  the  same  rule  as  I  pursued  in  that  case  with  ^'^' 

regard  to  the  owners.  In  that  case,  £l600  was 
avrarded,  and  I  gave  the  owners  £700,  or  seven 
sixteenth  shares.  The  same  proportion  I  now  al- 
lot to  the  owners  of  the  three  fishing  smacks. 
With  regard  to  the  proportions  of  the  masters, 
mates,  seamen,  and  apprentices,  I  am  not  inclined 
(m  the  present  occasion  to  disturh  the  arrangement 
with  which  they  are  themselves  satisfied.  The  ap- 
portionment then  will  he  as  follows : — 

To  the  owners    .     .     .  £480    7     6 

To  the  3  masters    .     .     205  I7     6 

To  the  3  mates       ..     102  18     9 

To  the  5  seamen     .     .     I7I  H     3 

To  the  13  apprentices  137  5  0 
I  shall  only  allow  the  money  to  be  paid  out  ac- 
cording to  this  scale  of  distribution,  and  there  must 
be  a  fresh  power  of  attorney  from  the  parties  inter- 
ested  authorizing  the  receipt  of  the  same,  and  the 
parties  must  have  frdl  knowledge  of  all  the  present 
circumstances. 


THE  COLUMBINE.    Norwood.  imrebn^. 


THIS  was  a  cause  promoted  by  the  Trustees  of  Trimty-Houie 

X  r  J  reffuuuon  up* 

the  Newcastle  General  Shipping  Company,  the  hdd. 
owners  of  the  Brig  Undaunted,  against  the  Colum-  iteam»"for  no* 
bine,  her  tackle,  &c.,  for  damage  by  collision  at  ^"^^'^^^ 

8ea.  damages  pro- 

The  act  on  petition  on  behalf  of  the  Undaunted 
in  substance  pleaded  : — That  on  the  23rd  September 
last  the  Brig  sailed  from  London  in  ballast,  bound 
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1848.        to  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,   and  having  encountered 

1  contrary  winds,   arrived    in   the   Swin   about  six 

o'clock,  p.  M,,  of  the  2nd  October  following,  where 
she  cast  anchor  at  low  water,  intending,  when  the 
ebb  tide  again  commenced,  to  proceed  on  her 
voyage.  That  about  half-past  twelve  o^clock  a.m. 
of  the  following  day,  the  anchor  was  weighed,  and 
the  said  vessel  stood  n.w,  by  n.  for  about  ten 
minutes,  when  she  tacked  and  stood  on  the  lar- 
board tack  close  hauled  upon  the  wind,  with  all 
her  sails  set,  lying  e.  by  s.,  the  wind  blowing  a 
moderate  breeze  from  the  n.e.  by  n.,  and  the  said 
vessel  going  through  the  water  about  three  and  a 
half  knots.  That  the  night  was  fine  and  clear, 
and  vessels  under  sail  could  be  seen  about  a  mile 
distant,  and  that  a  good  look-out  was  kept  by  the 
crew — all  hands,  with  the  exception  of  the  mate, 
who  was  sick  below,  being  on  deck,  and  the  master 
at  the  helm.  That  about  five  minutes  before  one, 
A.M.,  a  steam  vessel  (the  vessel  proceeded  against) 
was  observed  by  the  master  and  crew  coming  in  an 
opposite  direction  about  one  point  and  a  half  on 
the  brig's  larboard  bow,  to  wit,  e.  half  n.,  and 
going  at  the  rate  of  about  ten  knots.  That  the 
brig  continued  her  course,  her  master  and  crew 
loudly  hailing  those  on  board  the  steamer  to  warn 
them  of  the  brig's  approach ;  but  notwithstanding 
such  hailing,  the  steamer,  instead  of  altering  her 
course,  closed  in  upon  the  brig,  and  a  collision 
being  thereby  inevitable,  in  order  to  prevent  the 
steamer  from  running  the  brig  down,  the  helm  of 
the  brig  was  starboarded ;  but  the  steamer,  how- 
ever, struck  the  brig  a  violent  blow  on  the  star- 
board  bow,  carrying  away  her  jib-boom,  and  greatly 
damaging  her  bowsprit  and  hull,  &c.     That  the 
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blame  of  such  collision  is  wholly  imputable  to  the        isis. 
persons  on  board  the  steamer,  &c.  &c. 

The  reply  on  behalf  of  the  Columbine  set  forth : 
—That  the  steamer  was  on  a  voyage  from  Rotter- 
dam  to  London,  when  about  three-quarters  past 
twelve  o'clock,  a.m.,  on  the  morning  of  the  3rd  of 
October,  the  morning  being  dark  and  somewhat 
hazy,  the  Columbine  being  in  the  Swin,  off  the 
Essex  coast,  between  the  Sunk  Sand  and  the  Gun- 
fleet  Sand,  and  nearly  abreast  of  the  Gunfleet 
beacon,  about  four  or  five  miles  above  the  Sunk 
Light,  and  steering  w.  half  s.,  observed  the  Un- 
damited  between  two  and  three  points  on  her  star- 
board bow,  steering  upon  the  wind,  and  distant 
from  the  Columbine  three  or  four  vessels'  length, 
and  which  could  not  have  been  seen  at  any  greater 
distance  on  account  of  the  darkness  and  the  hazi- 
ness of  the  weather,  the  brig  not  having  any  light 
hoisted.  That  a  good  look-out  was  kept  on  board 
the  Columbine  by  the  watch  on  deck,  consisting  of 
the  master,  who  was  upon  the  quarter-deck  near  the 
wheel,  a  seaman  at  the  wheel,  the  second  mate 
upon  the  bridge  between  the  paddle  boxes,  and 
two  seamen  at  the  forecastle  on  the  bows,  with  an 
engineer  at  his  post  in  the  engine  room,  and  a  man 
over  the  engine  to  convey  orders  to  the  engineer. 
That  the  Columbine  had  at  the  time  three  lights 
hoisted— two  at  the  cross  trees  at  the  mast  head, 
and  one  under  the  bows — which  lamps,  from  their 
size  and  brilliancy,  were  plainly  visible  at  a  con- 
siderable distance,  and  by  which  a  vessel  coming 
in  an  opposite  direction,  and  keeping  a  good  look- 
out, might  have  ascertained  the  course  which  the 
Columbine  was  steering  in  sufficient  time  to  have 
regulated  her  own   course  accordingly.     That  on 
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184S.        the  brig  being  seen  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the 

^a^  Columbine,  she  was  loudly  hailed  to  put  her  helm 

"  """^  hard  astarboard,  and  the  helm  of  the  Columbine 
was  immediately  starboarded ;  and  orders  were 
given  by  the  commander  of  the  Columbine  to  stop 
the  engines,  and  these  orders  were  instantly  obeyed. 
That  had  the  brig's  helm  been  put  astarboard 
when  she  was  hailed  to  that  effect,  and  which,  from 
her  being  under  complete  command,  in  the  then 
state  of  the  wind,  she  could  have  done,  no  collision 
would  have  ensued.  That  no  hailing  by  those  on 
board  the  brig  was  heard  by  the  crew  on  the  deck 
of  the  Columbine,  until  after  the  collision  had 
taken  place ;  and  if  the  Columbine,  instead  of 
altering  her  course,  had  closed  in  upon  the  brig  as 
alleged,  the  Columbine  must  have  struck  the  brig 
upon  the  larboard  bow,  instead  of  the  brig,  as  the 
fact  was,  striking  the  Columbine  on  the  starboard 
side.  That  the  said  collision  was  occasioned  solely 
by  the  negligence  and  misconduct  of  those  on  board 
the  brig,  &c. 

The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters,  by 

Haggard  and  Robertson  for  the  Undaunted. 

Addams  and  Robinson^  contra. 

Per  Curiam. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument  which  has  been 
addressed  to  the  Court  by  the  coimsel  for  the  Co- 
lumbine, it  has  been  urged  in  the  present  instance 
that  the  burthen  of  proof,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  rests 
upon  those  who  prefer  the  claim  to  be  indemnified 
for  the  damage  which  has  been  occasioned  by  the 
collision.  This  position  is  imdoubtedly  true  to  a 
certain  extent ;  at  the  same  time  it  is  also  equally 
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true,  that  if  a  defence  is  set  up  by  the  vessel  pro-  isia 
ceeded  against,  the  owners  of  that  vessel,  in  order  -_ — ^^^"^. 
to  establish  their  exemption,  must  prove  the  facts 
upon  which  they  rely  for  their  defence.  Bearing 
in  mind  this  consideration.  Gentlemen,  let  us  now 
examine  some  of  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they 
are  stated  in  the  evidence  before  the  Court,  and 
then  let  us  consider  what  is  the  proper  conclu- 
mn  to  be  deduced,  both  as  regards  your  nau- 
tical knowledge,  and  the  inference  which  the  law 
would  draw  from  them.  It  is  stated  on  behalf  of 
the  Undaunted,  ^^that  on  the  morning  of  the 
Srd  of  October  she  weighed  anchw,  and  alter 
haviDg  stood  for  a  short  time  to  the  n.w.  by  w., 
she  tacked  and  stood  on  the  larboard  tack  close 
hauled,  her  course  lying  e.  by  s.,  and  the  wind 
blowing  a  moderate  breeze  from  the  n.e.  by  n.,  the 
said  snow  going  at  the  time  at  the  speed  of  about 
three  and  a  half  knots."  This  statement  on  behalf 
of  the  Undaunted  is  not  impugned.  I  will  now 
advert  to  the  position  of  the  Columbine,  as  it  is  re- 
presented in  the  statement  of  the  owners  of  that  ves- 
sel From  their  own  statement  it  appears  that  the 
steamer  at  the  time  in  question  was  in  the  Swin,  off 
the  Essex  coast,  between  the  Sunk  Sand  and  the 
Gunfleet  Sand,  and  was  nearly  abreast  of  the  Gun- 
fleet  beacon,  steering  a  course  w.  half  s.,  and  run- 
ning  at  the  rate  of  about  seven  knots.  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  the  Undaimted  was  proceeding  down 
the  river  close  hauled,  and  the  steamer  was  coming 
up  the  river  with  the  wind  abaft  her  beam  ;  and  such 
being  the  respective  positions  of  the  two  vessels,  it 
18  obvious  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  gene- 
ral rule  of  navigation  would  be  that  the  steamer 
must  give  way.     This  has  indeed  been  admitted  by 
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184S.  the  counsel  for  the  Columbme,  but  the  defence 
— — ^zH!^  which  they  have  set  up  is  rested  upon  several 
grounds ;  first,  it  has  been  contended  that  the 
night  was  so  dark  that  the  crew  of  the  Colum- 
bine (supposing  them  to  have  kept  a  good  look- 
out)  could  not  descry  the  Undaunted  at  a  greater 
distance  than  three  or  four  ships*  lengths ;  and  se- 
condly, that  when  first  discovered,  the  Undaunted 
was  seen  two  or  three  points  on  the  starboard  bow, 
and  therefore  they  were  justified  in  starboarding 
and  putting  their  helm  to  port.  It  has  also  been 
argued  that,  even  if  this  defence  should  fail,  the 
Undaunted  was  also  to  blame  in  omitting  to  hoist 
a  light  when  she  first  perceived  the  Columbine, 
and  in  that  she  ought  to  have  starboarded  her 
helm  sooner.  The  defence  of  the  Columbine  then 
divides  itself  into  two  parts : — a  case  of  necessity,  in 
which  the  master  of  that  vessel  adopted  the  best 
measures  in  his  power  to  avoid  the  accident  in 
question, — and  a  charge  against  the  Undaunted. 
Let  us  now  see  how  far  the  facts  of  the  case  will 
bear  out  the  conduct  of  the  Columbine.  It  is  ad- 
mitted that  she  starboarded  her  helm,  and  that  she 
called  upon  the  Undaunted  to  starboard  her  helm 
likewise,  contrary  to  the  general  rules  of  naviga- 
tion. With  respect  to  the  darkness  of  the  night, 
the  witnesses  for  the  Columbine  are  somewhat  at 
variance  with  each  other.  The  master  in  his  evi- 
dence describes  the  night  as  dark  and  somewhat 
hazy.  This  is  the  sum  total  of  his  representation. 
Some  of  the  other  witnesses,  again,  say  that  it  was 
very  dark ;  but  they  are  directly  contradicted  by  the 
witnesses  on  the  part  of  the  Undaunted,  who  depose 
that  it  was  a  clear  night.  Assuming  for  the  mo- 
ment that  the  master's  representation  is  correct. 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  33 

and  that  the  night  was  rather  hazy,  I  cannot  but        is^s- 

think  that  if  a  good  look*out  had  been  kept  on - 

board  the  Columbine,  she  ought  to  have  perceived  "bw^" 
the  Undaunted  at  a  somewhat  greater  distance 
than  is  described  in  the  proceedings  in  this  cause. 
Again  ;  with  respect  to  another  ground  of  justifica- 
tion set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  Columbine,  that 
when  first  descried  the  Undaunted  was  seen  from 
the  starboard  side  of  the  Columbine.  For  the  pur- 
pose  of  doing  perfect  justice  to  the  Columbine,  I 
will  assume  that  she  actually  did  see  the  Un- 
daunted  from  two  to  three  points  upon  her  star- 
board bow.  Does  that  make  any  difference  ?  In  my 
opinion,  subject  to  your  better  judgment,  it  does  not. 
This  point  has  been  discussed  in  this  Court  more 
than  once,  in  former  cases  of  this  kind,  and  it  has 
been  laid  down  by  the  Trinity  Masters, — and  my 
mind  has  always  concurred  in  the  propriety  of  the 
doctrine, — that  if  vessels  are  approaching  each 
other,  and  there  is  a  probability  of  a  collision,  the 
general  rule  of  navigation  is  strictly  to  be  adhered 
to.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  neither  the  al- 
leged haziness  of  the  night,  nor  the  point  from 
which  the  Undaunted  was  descried,  affords  a  suffi- 
cient justification  for  the  conduct  of  the  Columbine 
in  departing  from  the  admitted  rule  of  navigation 
upon  the  present  occasion.  With  respect  to  the 
remaining  part  of  the  Columbine's  defence,  that 
the  Undaunted  was  in  fault  in  not  hoisting  a  light 
and  not  starboarding  her  helm, — I  must  leave  the 
decision  of  these  questions  to  your  nautical  judg- 
ment  and  experience,  and  be  guided  by  your  opi-  • 
nion  how  far  these  measures  were  proper  and  ne- 
cessary to  have  been  adopted  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.     Takhig  all  these  matters  into 
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1848. 
l(kh  Ftbmary, 

Tbi  Colux- 
Bnrs. 


your  consideratioiiy  you  will  have  the  goodness  to 
inform  me  whether  the  Columbine  was  solely  to 
blame,  or  whether  any  blame  attaches  to  the  Un- 
daunted. 

The  Trinity  Masters  being  of  opinion  that  the 
Columbine  was  solely  to  blame,  the  Court  pro- 
nounced for  the  damages  with  costs. 


Sljf  FOmary. 


THE  LOCHIEL.     Miles. 


Adranoes  made 
to  the  matter 
for  the  repairs 
and  tenrke  of 
aBritiihthtp 
in  the  port  of 
Cowes,  the 
owners  being 
resident  at  New- 
castle, cannot  be 
made  the  subject 
of  a  bottomiy 
transaction. 

An  alleged 
bondofb<2- 
tomiy  giren  at 
Rotterdam  pro- 
nounced against, 
upon  the  ground 
thatthe  advances 
were  made  for 
the  repayment 
ofdebts  incur- 
red by  the  ship 
in  a  former 
▼oyagCytnd 
also  that  such 
advances  were 
not  necessary 
for  the  imme- 
diate esdgencies 
of  the  ship. 


HTHIS  was  a  question  upon  the  validity  of  a  bot- 
tomry bond  (a)  granted  by  the  master,  at  Rot- 
terdam, in  June,  1842.     The  bond  was  opposed  by 

(a)  Form  of  the  Bottomry  Bond  in  quettion. 

**  Whereas  the  said  hrig,  in  a  former  voyage,  with  a  cargo  of 
coak  from  Newcastle,  bound  to  Exeter,  met  with  very  rough 
and  tempestuous  weather,  and  in  consequence  of  losses  and  da- 
mages sustained  thereby  was  reduced  to  the  necessity  of  put^ 
ting  into  the  port  of  Cowes,  where  the  cargo  was  discharged  and 
the  ship  repaired ;  and  whereas  I,  the  said  William  Miles,  hav- 
ing no  funds  to  pay  the  charge  incurred  thereby,  did  borrow 
the  necessary  funds  for  that  purpose  from  James  Pow,  of  New- 
castle, merchant,  to  the  amount  of  one  hundred  thirty-nine 
pounds  ten  shillings  eight  pence,  lawful  money  of  Great  Bri- 
tain, for  which  amount  I,  the  said  William  Miles,  signed  a  pro- 
missory note,  dated  at  Newcastle-upon-Tyne,  the  seventeenth 
day  of  May,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-two,  pay- 
able at  Rotterdam  on  demand;  and  whereas  aflerwards  the 
said  J.  Pow  advanced  to  me,  the  said  William  Miles,  in  behalf 
of  the  said  ship  Lochiel,  a  further  sum  of  forty  pounds  nineteen 
shillings,  in  order  to  supply  the  said  ship  with  new  sails  and 
ropes,  and  to  enable  her  to  proceed  on  a  voyage  to  Rotterdam ; 
and  whereas  I,  the  said  William  Miles,  on  my  arrival  at  Rot- 
terdam, was  not  in  a  position  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  above- 
mentioned  promissory  note,  (which  in  consequence  thereof  was 
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a  mortgagee  to  whom  the  ship  had  been  assigned,        isis. 
with  a  power  of  sale,  in  the  year  184 1.  **    *^  '^'^' 

On  behalf  of  the  bondholder,  it  was  alleged  in 
the  act  on  petition: — That  in  June,  1842,  the 
brig  Lochiel  being  at  Rotterdam,  and  about  to 
proceed  on  a  voyage  to  Newcastle,  the  master  be- 
ing without  funds,  or  credit  to  raise  such  funds  as 
were  requisite  to  protect  the  ship  from  seizure  for 
debts  incurred,  and  to  which  she  was  liable  by  the 
laws  of  Holland,  and  to  enable  her  to  proceed  to 
sea  on  her  intended  voyage,  borrowed  of  Messrs. 
D.  and  Co.,  merchants,  of  Rotterdam,  the  sum  of 
2940  Netherlands  guilders,  and  for  repayment 
thereof,  together  with  a  premium  of  8  per  cent., 
executed  in  favour  of  the  said  Messrs.  D.  and  Co. 
the  bottomry  bond  in  question  in  the  cause.  That 
the  bond  was  duly  indorsed  and  assigned  to  J.  P., 
the  promoter  of  the  suit,  who  has  in  vain  de- 
manded  payment  thereof  since  the  arrival  of  the 
ship  in  this  country. 

On  behalf  of  the  mortgagee,  it  was  set  forth  in 
his  answer  to  the  act  on  petition :  —That  in  Fc- 
bniary,  1842,  the  vessel  was  chartered  by  J.  P.  to 

protested  for  nonpaynient,)  nor  also  the  further  amount  of 
forty  pounds  nineteen  shillings  advanced  to  me  as  aforesaid  ; 
and  whereas  both  the  aforesaid  sums  were  paid  off  to  the  said 
James  Pow  for  and  on  account  of  me,  the  said  William  Miles, 
br  Messrs.  R.  and  J.  Dobree,  of  Rotterdam,  merchants  ;  and 
the  said  Messrs.  R.  and  J.  Dobree  advanced  to  me  an  ad- 
ditional  sum  of  fifty  pounds  sterling  to  defray  the  port  charges 
tad  other  expenses  of  the  aforesaid  ship  Lochiel  at  Rotterdam, 
and  to  enable  her  to  proceed  on  a  voyage  thence  to  Newcastle, 
where  she  is  now  bound. 

"Know  ye,"  &c.  (The  remainder  of  the  bond  contains  the 
nsoal  stipulations  and  covenants.) 

D   2 
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1843.        take  a  cargo  of  coals  from  Newcastle  to  Exeter. 

—^  That  while  on  such  voyage  she  was  obliged  to  put 

hul.  j^^^  Cowes  for  repairs.  That  J.  P.,  the  charterer, 
having  arrived  at  Cowes,  the  cargo  was  sold  ;  and 
money  was  advanced  by  said  J.  P.  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  necessary  repairs.  That  the  brig 
returned  to  Newcastle,  and  about  the  lyth  May, 
1842,  the  master  gave  to  the  said  J.  P.  a  promis- 
sory note,  payable  at  Rotterdam,  for  the  sum  of 
£130  105.  8rf.,  being  the  promissory  note  men- 
tioned in  the  bond  in  question  in  the  suit. 

That  subsequently  thereto  the  brig,  being  char- 
tered by  J.  Reid,  of  Newcastle,  to  carry  a  cargo  of 
coaJs  to  Rotterdam,  sailed  from  Newcastle,  having 
on  board  one  D.,  a  brother-in-law  of  the  said  J. 
P.,  and  who  introduced  the  master  to  Messrs.  D. 
and  Co.,  upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Rotter- 
dam. That  after  the  brig  had  discharged  her 
cargo,  and  the  broker  of  J.  Reid,  the  charterer, 
had  paid  all  port  and  other  dues  to  which  the  ves- 
sel was  liable  upon  coming  to  Rotterdam,  the 
master  received  from  the  said  broker,  on  or  about 
the  14th  of  June,  the  balance  of  the  freight, 
amounting  to  about  £10,  and  sailed  on  the  next 
following  day  for  England.  That  in  order  to  com- 
plete the  brig's  provision  and  equipment  for  her 
return  voyage  to  Newcastle,  and  make  all  the  dis- 
bursements for  the  same,  the  master  did  not  re- 
quire nor  expend  a  sum  amounting  to  £20  over 
and  above  the  balance  of  the  freight  which  he  had 
received. 

The  answer  then,  in  conclusion,  denied  the 
averment  in  the  act  on  petition,  that  the  advance 
of  the  2940  guilders  by  the  Messrs.  D.  was  ne- 
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cessary  in  order  to  protect  the  ship  from  seizure        isis. 
for  debts,  &a,  or  that  the  said  sum  was  justly  ad —      gfatioyy. 
vanced  upon  bottomry,  if  at  all  advanced  to  the   '^"'^*'""'" 
said  master. 

A  reply  was  given  on  behalf  of  the  holder  of 
the  bond,  alleging  that  the  sum  of  £139  10^.  8c?. 
mentioned  in  the  act  on  petition  was  bond  fde 
advanced  by  J.  P.  for  the  service  of  the  ship,  as 
was  also  a  further  advance  of  £40  19*.  subse- 
quently advanced  by  the  said  J.  P.,  and  the  whole 
of  the  monies  so  advanced  were  necessarily  ex- 
pended in  the  repairs  and  -service  of  the  vessel. 
That  the  brig,  upon  her  arrival  at  Rotterdam,  was 
liable  by  the  law  of  Holland  in  respect  of  such  ad- 
vances, which  the  master  was  incapable  of  defray- 
ing, save  by  means  of  a  loan  upon  bottomry.  That 
it  was  in  consideration  of  the  advances  so  raised  by 
him  to  protect  the  ship  or  vessel  from  seizure,  as 
also  to  cover  a  further  advance,  to  wit,  of  £50,  in 
liquidation  of  necessary  disbursements  of  the  ship 
at  Rotterdam,  then  and  there  bond  fide  made  by 
Messrs.  D.  and  Co.,  that  the  bond  in  question  was 
duly  executed  by  the  master,  &c.,  &c. 

These  averments  in  the  reply  were  denied  in  a 
rejoinder,  and  the  rejoinder  further  pleaded : — That 
on  the  l6th  of  August,  1841,  the  bills  of  sale  to 
the  mortgagee  were  marked  at  tlje  Custom  House, 
in  order  to  have  the  particulars  thereof  indorsed 
upon  the  certificate  of  registry  of  the  said  vessel, 
so  soon  as  the  same  could  be  produced,  and  that  it 
was  not  until  some  time  after  the  return  of  the  said 
vessel  to  Newcastle  from  Rotterdam  that  J.  P.  gave 
up  the  said  certificate  to  the  agent  of  the  said  mort- 
gagee, and  that  until  such  time  he  had  not  been 
able  to  obtain  possession  thereof. 
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1843.  In  support  of  the  bond,  Addams  submitted — 

"- — ^       That  one  feature  in  the  opposition  which  had 

been  raised  against  the  payment  of  the  bond  was 
deserving  of  notice,  viz.,  that  the  objections  which 
had  been  taken  to  its  validity  were  not  taken  by 
the  owners  of  the  vessel,  who  were  entirely  lost 
sight  of,  but  by  a  mortgagee  under  an  asserted 
previous  deed  of  assignment.  That  although  the 
^.^  assignment   in  question  purported  to  have   been 

made  in  August,  1841,  the  only  evidence  of  this 
fact  was  contained  in  the  affidavit  of  the  mortgagee 
himself.  That  no  mention  of  the  circumstance 
was  to  be  found  in  the  deposition  of  the  master ; 
and  surely  the  fact  must  have  been  communicated 
to  him  either  by  the  mortgagee,  or  by  the  owner  of 
the  ship,  if  any  such  transaction  had  bond  fide 
taken  place.  That  even  assuming  the  assignment 
to  have  been  actually  made  as  stated,  the  case  set 
up  by  the  party  opposing  the  bond  was  defective  in 
this  respect,  that  it  did  not  supply  any  evidence  to 
show  that  J.  P.  or  the  Messrs.  Dobree,  the  parties 
more  immediately  interested  under  the  bond,  were 
aware,  when  they  made  advances  on  the  ship's 
account,  that  any  previous  mortgage  upon  the 
vessel  was  in  existence.  That  the  course  pursued 
by  the  asserted  mortgagee  in  lying  by  till  the  last 
moment,  and  now.  for  the  first  time  setting  up  the 
case  detailed  by  him  in  his  answer  to  the  act  on 
petition,  was  somewhat  suspicious,  and  did  not 
entitle  his  opposition  to  a  very  favourable  reception 
from  the  Court. 

That  as  regarded  the  res  gesUe  of  the  case,  and 
the  evidence  adduced  on  the  one  side  and  the  other, 
the  balance  of  credibility  was  decidedly  in  favour 
of  the  case  set  up  by  the  holder  of  the  bond. 
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That  in  respect  to  the  original  advances  stated  isis. 
to  have  been  made  by  J.  P.  in  this  country,  previous  **  «*'"««y* 
to  the  ship's  departure  for  Rotterdam,  it  was  ex- 
pressly averred  in  the  act  on  petition,  and  supported 
by  affidavit,  that  the  money  was  bondjide  advanced, 
and  expended  in  the  service  of  the  ship ;  and  this 
statement  was  confirmed  and  verified  by  the  accounts 
which  had  been  brought  in. 

Per  Curiam. 
How  did  the  promissory  note   to  cover  these 
advances  become  payable  at  Rotterdam  ? 

Addams.  I  really  do  not  know.  It  must  be 
remembered  that,  in  supporting  this  bond,  I  do  not 
in  point  of  fact  represent  J.  P.,  but  the  Messrs. 
Dobree,  in  whose  favour  the  bond  was  executed  by 
the  master  at  Rotterdam. 

The  learned  counsel  further  submitted  in  con- 
tinuation of  his  argument : — ^That  the  real  and 
true  iBsue  in  the  case  was  not  whether  a  bond  of 
bottomry  could  have  been  legally  taken  by  J.  P. 
for  the  advances  made  in  this  country,  but  whether 
the  advances  asserted  to  have  been  made  by  the 
Messrs.  Dobree  were  bond  fide  made  in  considera- 
tion of  the  bond,  and  for  die  service  of  the  ship. 
That  the  evidence  upon  this  part  of  the  bondholders 
case  was  most  explicit  and  satisfactory.  That  the 
Messrs.  Dobree  positively  and  distinctly  swore  in 
their  affidavit  that  it  was  so  advanced,  and  their 
statement  derived  no  small  corroboration  from  the 
ftt  gesUB  of  the  case,  and  their  own  conduct 
throughout  the  whole  proceeding.  That  no  at- 
tempt had  been  made  upon  their  part  to  mystify  or 
conceal  any  portion  of  the  transaction  which  oc- 
curred between  themselves  and  the  master  at  Rotter- 
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I84S.        dam.     They  stated  all  the  circumstances  fully  and 
^u  ebruary.  £g^jj,jy  j^^  i\i(Av  affidavit,  and  the  same  facts  were 
also  detailed  in  the  bond  itself.     That  the  evidence 
on  the  other  side  was  confined  to  the  testimony  of 
the    asserted    mortgagee    and  Miles   the    master. 
That  in  respect  to  what  had  been  sworn  by  Mr. 
Cannon,  it  was  objectionable  in  two  respects,  first, 
that  it  was  principally  composed  of  matter  alto- 
gether  irrelevant  and  beside  the  issue  in  the  suit ; 
and  secondly,  that  in  the  only  part  of  it  which 
directly  referred  to  the  case  in  question,  viz.  the 
contents  of  the  last  sheet,  the  explanations  which 
it  purported  to  supply  as  to  the  reason  why  the 
mortgage   was  not  indorsed  upon   the  ship's  cer- 
tificate  of   registry,    in  August,   1841,    was   defi- 
cient  and   unsatisfactory,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not 
explain  nor  account  for  the  whole  period  which 
intervened  between  the  asserted  assignment  of  the 
ship,  and  the  indorsement  of  such  assignment  upon 
the  ship's  register.     That  in  regard  to  the  affi- 
davit  of  the  master,  the  greater  portion  of  it  was 
clearly  inadmissible  as  evidence  in  the  cause,  inas- 
much as  it  deposed  to  matters  not  set  up  in  the 
pleadings,    and   although   he   swears   that  he  did 
not   require   more   than  £10  or  £15  beyond  the 
balance  of  the  freight  to  enable  him  to  put  to  sea, 
a  material  disparagement  to  the  truth  of  his  state- 
ment was  to  be  deduced  from  his  own  admission, 
that  in  order  to  obtain  the  money  he  was  willing  to 
accept  of  £50 ;  and  still  more  from  the  fact  that 
he  actually  did  accept  that  sum.    That  his  evidence 
was   in   consequence  not  entitled  to  much  credit 
from  the  Court.     The  learned  counsel  then  further 
referred  at  some  length  to  the  items  of  the  accounts, 
and  the  affidavits  of  two  Dutch  advocates  upon  the 
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Jaw  of  Holland,  with  respect  to  the  liability  of  the  isis. 
ship's  detention  and  arrest  under  the  circumstances  ^*^^''^'^^' 
of  the  case ;  and  contended,  in  conclusion,  that  the 
Tessel  having  been  clearly  liable  to  arrest  and  de- 
tention by  the  law  of  Holland,  and  the  money  bding 
bond  fide  advanced  by  the  Messrs.  D.  to  extricate 
her  from  her  difficulty,  and  to  supply  further  exi- 
gences, the  bondholder  was  entitled  to  the  payment 
of  the  bond. 

Haggard^  contra^  for  the  mortgagee — 
That  the  reason  why  no  appearance  had  been 
given  for  the  owner  in  these  proceedings  was  suffi- 
ciently explained  by  the  fact,  that  the  beneficial 
interest  in  the  vessel  was  exclusively  vested  in  the 
mortgagee ;  and  that  under  the  recent  statute  he 
had  a  clear  legal  right  to  come  into  Court,  and 
contest  the  validity  of  a  bond  set  up  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case.  That  although  much 
aipiment  had  been  advanced  on  the  other  side  in 
support  of  the  transactions  which  had  given  rise 
to  the  bond  in  question,  it  was  somewhat  remark- 
able that  the  contents  of  the  bond  itself  had  never 
been  directly  adverted  to,  nor  distinctly  brought 
under  the  notice  of  the  Court.  It  was  also  deserv- 
ing of  notice,  that  the  promissory  note,  which  con- 
stituted the  primary  foundation  of  the  negotiations 
between  the  Messrs.  Dobree  and  the  master,  was 
not  brought  forward  in  the  cause ;  and  no  explan- 
ation was  furnished  why  such  promissory  note  had 
been  made  payable  at  Rotterdam.  That  as  re- 
garded the  transactions  stated  to  have  occurred 
prior  to  the  departure  of  the  ship  for  this  country, 
the  whole  res  gesUe  of  the  case  sufficiently  proved  : 
that  the   original   advances  by  J-    P.,   at  Cowes, 
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184S.  even  if  made,  as  alleged,  for  the  service  of  the  ship, 
ebruwry.  ^^^  ^^^  made  upoii  the  security  of  the  ship,  hut 
upon  the  personal  security  of  the  master.  That 
with  respect  to  the  further  sum  of  £40  18^.  asserted 
to  have  heen  advanced  at  Newcastle,  such  advance- 
ment, if  made,  was  made  hy  J.  P.  without  any 
security  at  all.  That  these  advances  could  not 
have  heen  made  the  foundation  of  a  bottomry  trans- 
action at  the  time  when  the  promissory  note  was 
given  in  the  first  instance ;  and  if  in  lieu  of  such 
promissory  note  a  bond  to  the  same  amount  had 
been  executed  by  the  master  at  Newcastle,  the 
payment  of  such  a  bond  could  never  have  been 
enforced  by  proceedings  in  this  Court.  That  with 
respect  to  what  subsequently  took  place  at  Rotter** 
dam,  it  was  equally  clear  that  the  circumstances 
disclosed,  both  upon  the  face  of  the  bond,  and  in 
the  statement  set  forth  by  the  bondholder  himself, 
were  wholly  insufficient  to  sustain  the  validity  of 
the  bond  in  issue.  That  the  instrument  in  ques- 
tion was  invalid  in  two  most  important  respects. 
In  the  first  place,  because  a  great  proportion  of 
the  pretended  advances  upon  the  bond  was  osten- 
sibly made  for  purposes  not  within  the  scope  of  a 
bottomry  transaction,  viz.  the  repayment  of  debts 
incurred  on  account  of  the  ship  prior  to  the 
voyage  in  which  she  was  engaged  at  the  time 
those  advances  were  made.  Secondly,  That  the 
remaining  portion  of  the  advances  were  made 
without  necessity;  and  if  the  master's  evidence 
was  to  be  received,  were  forced  upon  the  master's 
acceptance. 

The  learned  counsel  then  referred  at  some  length 
to  the  contents  of  the  bond,  and  the  evidence 
of  the  master,  and  also  to  the  affidavits  in  the 
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cause ;  and  in  conclusion  he  submitted — That  the        isis. 
attempt  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  bond  by  the  «*««r5^ 

}Htx;eedings  in  the  cause  was  a  desperate  and  con- 
certed attempt  between  the  Messrs.  Dobree  and 
J.  P.  to  obtain  the  repayment  of  the  money  ori- 
^ally  advanced  by  J.  P.,  at  the  expense  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  which  could  only  be  justly  dealt 
with  by  the  Court,  in  the  rejection  of  the  bond- 
holder's  claim,  and  his  condemnation  in  the  cost 
of  the  proceedings. 

Judgment — Dr.  Lushington. 
In  this  case,  which  comes  before  the  Court  un- 
der very  peculiar  circumstances,  a  considerable 
difficulty  is  interposed,  from  the  fact  that  the  plea 
given  in  by  the  mortgagee  in  the  cause  is  not  so 
fall  in  the  statement  it  sets  forth  as  the  affidavits 
which  have  been  sworn  in  support  of  it.  I  allude 
more  particularly  to  the  affidavit  of  Miles,  the  mas- 
ter ;  and  in  delivering  my  opinion,  I  shall  endea- 
vour to  avoid  reljring  upon  any  of  the  statements 
contained  in  the  affidavit  of  this  witness,  which  do 
not  fairly  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  pleading 
itself.  The  bond  in  question  bears  date  the  7th 
of  June,  1842,  and  it  commences  by  reciting — 
That  the  vessel,  belonging  to  the  port  of  New- 
castle, had  set  out  on  a  voyage  with  a  cargo  of 
coals,  bound  from  that  port  to  the  port  of  Exeter. 
That  having  incurred  damages  from  the  tempes- 
tuous state  of  the  weather,  she  was  compelled  to 
put  into  the  port  of  Cowes,  where  the  cargo  was 
unladen  and  the  ship  was  repaired.  That  Miles, 
the  master,  having  no  funds  to  defray  the  cost  of 
such  repairs,  borrowed  money  from  Mr.  P.  for  the 
service  of  the  ship,  to  the  amount  of  £139  10^.  8^., 
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1843.  for  which  he  signed  a  promissorj'  note,  dated  at 
81^  F^jnuafy.  Newcastle-on-Tync,  17th  May,  1842,  and  payable 
LocH««-  Q^  demand  at  Rotterdam ;  and  the  said  J.  P. 
also  advanced  a  further  sum  of  j£40,  to  enable  the 
vessel  to  proceed  on  her  voyage  to  Rotterdam. 
That  upon  her  arrival  at  Rotterdam,  the  master 
was  not  in  a  condition  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
promissory  note  or  the  further  advance  of  £40, 
and  the  note  was  in  consequence  protested  for  non- 
payment. The  bond  then  further  recites — That 
both  these  sums  were  paid  to  J.  P.  on  the  master's 
account,  by  the  Messrs.  Dobree,  merchants,  of  Rot- 
terdam ;  and  the  said  Messrs.  D.  also  advanced  an 
additional  sum  of  £50,  to  enable  the  ship  to  return 
from  Rotterdam  to  Newcastle ;  and  it  concludes 
with  the  formal  hypothecation  of  the  vessel  for  the 
repayment  of  the  several  advances,  amounting  to- 
gether to  between  £200  and  £300  sterling,  with 
a  premium  of  8  per  cent.  Such  being  the  general 
character  of  the  bond  in  question,  and  such  the 
outline  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was 
executed  by  the  master,  the  first  consideration 
which  presents  itself  is  this,  viz.,  how  far  this 
Court  can  enforce,  either  wholly  or  in  part,  a 
bond  of  this  description.  In  respect  to  the  ad- 
vances which  are  alleged  to  have  been  made  for 
the  service  of  the  ship  by  Mr.  P.  at  the  port  of 
Cowes,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  assuming  the  owners  of 
the  vessel  to  be  resident  at  Newcastle,  that  no  bond 
of  bottomry  could  have  been  legally  given  by  the 
master  for  any  such  advances  in  any  port  of  this 
country,  and  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  take 
any  such  bond  in  the  present  instance.  It  is  con- 
tended, however,  that  the  promissory  note  for  the 
£139  105.  was  made  payable  and  became  due  at 
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Rotterdam,  and  not  having  been  discharged  by  the        isis. 
master  on  the  ship's  arrival  in  that  city,  the  parties  — ^ — - — — 
to  whom  the  promissory  note  was  assigned  might, 
by  the  law  of  Holland,  have  arrested  the  vessel, 
and  might  have  detained  or  sold  her  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  the  repayment  of  the  £139  lO^,  8d. 
Admitting  the  law  of  Holland  to  be  as  stated,  for 
the  purpose  of  this  discussion,  would  this  circum- 
stance entitle  the  Messrs.  Dobree  to  convert  the 
promissorj'  note  into  a  bottomry  security,  by  mak- 
ing the  payment  of  it  the  subject  of  a  bottomry 
transaction?     I  apprehend  not.     I  know  of  no  case 
which  has  decided  that  a  vessel  can  be  validly  hy- 
pothecated for  debts  incurred  prior  to  the  imme- 
diate voyage  in  which  she  is  engaged  at  the  time 
when  the  bond  of  bottomry  is  given.    Lord  Stowell, 
when  he  decided  the  case  of  the  Augusta,  enter- 
tamed  great  doubt,  in  the  first  instance,  whether  a 
vessel   could  be    legally   hypothecated   merely   to 
avoid  her  detention ;  but  upon  subsequent  consi- 
sideration  he  was  inclined  to  hold  that  it  might  be 
an  additional  reason  for  hypothecation,  and  that 
opinion    I    also    adopted   in   a  case  which   came 
under    my   own    consideration  (a).      But    neither 
Lord   Stowell,    to  the   best  of  my  belief,    nor    I 
myself  have  ever  laid  it  down  that  a  bond  of  bot- 
tomry could  be  validly  given  for  the  payment  of 
debts  which  had  been  incurred  by  a  vessel  on  a 
former  voyage,  and  for  a  different  purpose.     What 
would  be  the  consequences  of  the  doctrine  that  a 
bond  could  so  be  given  ?     If  the  position  could  be 
supported,  the  effect  would  be  that  any  debt  con- 
tracted by  the  master  in  England  for  the  service  of 

(a)  The  Vibilia,  R.  Jun.,  Vol.  I. 
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isis.  his  ship,  upon  the  personal  security  of  the  owners, 
ebruary.  jjjjgj^^  |jy  beJng  uiadc  payable  abroad,  as  in  the 
HiKL.  pj.gggjj^  instance,  be  converted  into  a  case  of  hy- 
potfiecation.  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to  pursue 
this  point  any  further  in  the  present  instance,  be- 
cause I  am  satisfied  in  my  own  mind  that,  under 
the  circumstances  disclosed  upon  the  face  of  the 
bond  itself,  it  would  be  impossible  to  hold  those 
portions  of  the  bond  to  be  valid  which  regard 
the  £139  10^.  8rf.  and  the  additional  £40  alleged  to 
have  been  advanced  by  J.  P.  before  the  ship  sailed 
firom  this  country.  With  respect  to  the  sum  of 
£50,  which  is  stated  to  have  been  advanced  at 
Rotterdam  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  ship  to 
return  to  this  country,  it  is  possible  that  the  bond 
might  be  valid  for  this  sum,  although  invalid  for 
the  others.  It  is  therefore  incumbent  upon  me 
now  to  examine  more  particularly  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  as  they  are  detailed  in  the  evi- 
dence before  me.  Who  are  the  parties  before  the 
Court  ?  The  first  party  in  the  suit  is  Mr.  P.,  the 
person  to  whom  the  promissory  note  was  originally 
given,  and  by  whom  the  advances  at  Cowes  were 
made.  As  assignee  of  the  Messrs.  Dobree,  who 
have  become  bankrupts,  the  bond  in  question  has 
been  assigned  to  him,  and  he  is  the  party  now  pro- 
ceeding to  enforce  the  payment  of  it  as  plaintiff  in 
the  present  suit.  Who  is  the  other  party  ?  The 
person  by  whom  the  bond  is  opposed  is  a  Mr. 
Cannon,  who,  according  to  his  own  statement,  is  a 
mortgagee  of  the  ship  by  means  of  the  transfer  of 
divers  mortgages  made  to  him  in  the  month  of 
August,  1841.  It  may  here  be  noticed,  that  in 
the  act  on  petition  on  behalf  of  the  bondholder  an 
averment  is  introduced  to  this  effect,  that  whatever 
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be  the  title  of  the  mortgagee,  no  indorsement  of  the  ^^^'s*^ 
alleged  mortgages  was  inserted  upon  the  ship's  re- 
gister until  after  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  in 
the  month  of  August,  1842.  Now  it  appears  that 
although  the  actual  indorsement  was  made  upon 
the  25th  of  July,  1842,  Mr.  Cannon  distinctly 
avers  in  plea,  and  swears  in  his  affidavit,  that  he 
did,  on  the  l6th  of  August,  1841,  exhibit  the  se- 
veral indentures  or  bills  of  sale  at  the  Custom 
House,  for  the  purpose  of  their  being  entered  on 
the  certificate  of  the  registry  of  the  ship  as  soon 
as  such  certificate  could  be  produced,  but  that  it 
was  not  until  some  time  after  the  return  of  the 
vessel  from  Rotterdam  that  the  possession  of  such 
certificate  could  be  obtained  from  Mr.  P.  This 
explanation  comes  in  by  way  of  reply  to  Mr.  P.'s 
statement,  and  as  it  is  not  contradicted  by  him,  I 
most  suppose  the  facts  to  be  as  stated,  that  the 
original  title  of  the  mortgagee  in  point  of  fact  com- 
menced in  August,  1841,  although  it  was  not  until 
1842  that  it  was  rendered  more  perfect  and  more 
r^ular  in  point  of  form. 

AddamSf  in  explanation — 
The  application  to  Mr.  P.  for  the  certificate  was 
not  made  until  after  the  vessel  had  gone  to  Rotter- 
dam, and  at  such  time  the  certificate  was  in  the 
possession  of  the  master. 

The  Cowrtj  in  continuation-— 
How  am  I  to  know  that  ?  I  cannot  receive  an 
ex  parte  explanation  without  regard  to  the  evi- 
dence in*  the  cause.  The  evidence  of  the  mort- 
gagee states  that  an  application  was  made  for  the 
ship's  register,  for  the  purpose  of  having  these  in- 
dentures indorsed  upon  it,  and  no  counter  evidence 
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184S.        is  before  the  Court  to   contradict  this  statement 
jt  ebnuiry.    j^  ^^  p^  ^^  intended  to  put  in  issue  the  period  of 

time  when  such  application  was  made,  or  the  pe- 
riod of  time  at  which  it  came  to  his  knowledge, 
that  any  such  mortgage  deeds  were  in  existence, 
he  should  have  specifically  pleaded  the  matter  upon 
which  he  intended  to  rely.  As  regards  the  ques- 
tion in  issue,  it  does  not,  I  confess,  appear  to  me 
of  any  importance  to  ascertain  the  precise  period 
of  time  at  which  Mr.  P.  was  first  made  acquainted 
that  any  such  mortgage  deeds  were  in  existence. 
If  he  did  not  know  of  the  transfer  of  the  mortgages 
to  Mr.  Cannon,  he  knew  that  there  were  mortgages 
upon  the  vessel,  and  that  the  interest  of  the  owner 
in  the  ship  was  mortgaged  to  the  fullest  extent ;  it 
is  impossible,  therefore,  to  contend  for  a  single  mo- 
ment that  Mr.  P.  was  not  sufiiciently  aware  that 
this  vessel  was  subject  to  mortgages.  What  takes 
place  under  these  circumstances  ?  It  appears  that, 
early  in  the  month  of  February,  1842,  the  vessel  is 
chartered  by  Mr.  P.  for  the  purpose  of  carrjring  a 
cargo  of  coals  from  Newcastle  to  Exeter.  She  en- 
counters tempestuous  weather  on  the  voyage,  and 
meeting  with  damage,  is  carried  into  the  port 
of  Cowes,  where  it  is  found  necessary  that  she 
should  be  repaired.  The  repairs  are  efiTected,  and 
Mr.  P.,  it  is  stated,  advanced  the  necessary  funds 
for  the  expenses  of  such  repairs.  Assuming  this 
statement  to  be  correct,  I  doubt  whether,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  owners  of  the 
vessel  could  be  personally  bound  by  the  master  for 
the  monies  so  advanced,  an  immediate  communica- 
tion being  open  to  the  master  with  his  employers 
at  Newcastle.  But  be  that  as  it  may,  it  is  I  think 
perfectly  clear  that  the  master  could  only  bind  him- 
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self  personally  or  the  owners  of  the  ship,  and  the  i8is. 
advances  in  question  would  not,  I  apprehend,  by  the  '^'^^'^^' 
laws  of  England,  give  Mr.  P.  any  lien  upon  the  ship 
itself.  What  follows  ?  The  ship  having  been  re- 
paired at  Cowes,  returns  to  Newcastle,  and  upon  the 
17th  of  May  a  promissory  note  is  given  to  Mr.  P., 
dated  at  Newcastle,  and  made  payable  by  the  master 
at  Rotterdam.  I  asked,  and  I  have  received  no  sa- 
tis&ctory  answer  to  my  question,  upon  what  grounds 
this  promissory  note  was  made  payable  at  Rotter- 
dam ?  I  confess  that  in  my  view  of  it,  this  circum- 
stance is  full  of  suspicion ;  and  this  suspicion  is  in 
no  degree  cleared  away  when  I  look  further  to  the 
res  gestcB  of  the  transaction  in  question.  Mr.  P., 
the  original  charterer,  sends  his  own  brother-in- 
law  in  this  vessel  to  Rotterdam,  and  according  to 
his  own  statement,  advances  a  further  sum  of  £40 
to  fit  her  out  for  the  voyage.  Upon  her  arrival  at 
Rotterdam,  a  demand  is  made  upon  the  master  for 
the  immediate  repayment  of  the  promissory  note, 
and  of  the  £40  19^.  The  Messrs.  Dobree  then 
come  forward  and  advance  the  money  to  the  mas- 
ter, and  a  bond  is  given.  This  bond  is  assigned  to 
Mr.  P.,  the  original  creditor,  and  upon  this  bond 
Mr.  P.  is  now  suing  in  this  Court  as  the  promoter 
of  the  present  proceedings.  Looking  to  these  cir- 
cumstances, I  have  no  doubt  in  my  own  mind  that 
the  whole  scheme  was  deliberately  planned  by  Mr. 
P.  to  obtain  repayment  of  the  money  he  had  pre- 
viously advanced,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagee, 
by  making  the  ship  liable  for  that  debt  to  which  by. 
the  law  of  England  it  would  not  be  liable ;  and 
here  I  may  observe,  that  the  mortgagee  of  this 
vessel  has  a  perfect  right  to  contest  in  this  Court 
the  validity  of  such  a  bond.     The  law  of  this  coun- 
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isis.        try  not  only  allows  this,  but  has  ffiveti  the  ffreatest 
assistance  to  mortgagees,  in  order  to  render  their 
mortgages  valid  securities  ;  and  it  would  be  impos- 
sible for  the  commercial  business  of  England  to  go 
on  unless  these  means  were  allowed  of  obtaining 
money  upon  the  security  of  vessels.     I  have  no 
hesitation  then,  whether  I  look  to  the  law^  or  to 
the  transaction  itself  as  tainted  with  fraud,  to  pro- 
nounce  against  the   validity  of  this  bond,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  advances  which  are  stated  to 
have  been  made  by  Mr.  P.  himself ;  and  I  may 
further  observe  that,  looking  to  the  affidavits  in  the 
cause,  every  one  of  them  tends  strongly  to  confirm 
me   in  my  opinion.     First,  it  is  sworn  that  the 
money  was  advanced  for  the  purposes  of  the  ship ; 
then  that  it  was  lent  to  protect  the  ship  from  being 
arrested  at  the  suit  of  Mr.  P»  at  Rotterdam ;  and 
that  Miles,  the  master,  vfas  compelled  to  borrow, 
and  did  borrow,  the  further  sum  of  £50,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  return  from  Rotterdam  to  New- 
castle.   Whereas  the  palpable  truth  is,  that  Mr.  P., 
who  was  the  cause  of  the  vessel  going  to  Rotterdam, 
was  also  the  cause  of  the  threat  of  arrest ;  and  he 
put  the  promissory  note  into  the  hands   of  the 
Messrs.  Dobree,  and  authorized  them  to  proceed 
upon  it.     I  hope  the  vigilance  of  this  Court  is  not 
to  be  surprised  by  evidence  of  this  description.  The 
Messit;.  Dobree,  I  regret  to  say,  appear  to  have 
lent  themselves  to  the  transaction  in  a  way  not  very 
creditable  to  them.     Tl|ey  swear  that  they  actually 
add  boTid  fide  advanced  the  money  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  off  the  debt  due  to  Mr.  P.    What  do  they 
Mean  by  actually  advancing?     Why,  in  pkin  Eng- 
lish, the  true  course  of  the  transaction  was  this — 
Tbat  having  received  fixxm  Mr*  P.  an  intimation 
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of  the  situation  in  which  he  was  placed,  they,  by  isis. 
his  desire  and  direction,  credited  him  for  the  sums  _ — J^^*^^' 
which  he  had  originally  advanced,  upon  the  under- 
standing that  he  should  obtain  the  repayment  upon 
the  ship  itself  on  her  return  to  England.  This 
part  of  the  case  is  tainted  with  fraud  from  begin- 
ning to  end. 

I  now   come    to  the  remaining  consideration, 
namely,  the  £50  alleged  to  have  been  advanced  by 
the  Messrs.  Dobree  at  Rotterdam,   to  enable  the 
Tessel  to  return  to  England.     Looking  to  the  form 
in  which  this  bond  has  been  drawn  up,  and  to  the 
particular  circumstances  under  which  it  was  given, 
I  doubt  very  much  whether,  under  any  state  of  cir- 
cumstances, I  should  be  justified  in  pronouncing 
for  the  validity  of  any  portion  of  a  bond  of  this  de- 
scription.    Under  the  particular  circumstances  of 
the  present  case,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  I 
ought  noty  and  for  this  reason,  viz.,  that  there  is 
no  sufficient  evidence  before  the  Court  to  establish 
the  necessity  for  the  alleged  advancement  in  ques- 
tion ;  there  is  no  evidence  to  show  that  the  money, 
if  requisite  for  the  purposes  of  the  vessel,  might 
not  have   been  obtained  from  another  house  at 
Rotterdam;   there  is   no  evidence  that  any  such 
attempt  was  made,  in  short,  there  is  no  evidence 
whatever  to  clear  up  the  suspicious  part  of  the 
transaction.     It  is  my  conviction  that  the  £50  was 
pressed  upon  the  master  in  order  to  give  a  colour- 
able appearance  to  the  bond.     I  am  therefore  per- 
fectly satisfied  that  the  bond  cannot  be  sustained, 
and  I  pnmounce  against  it,  with  costs. 
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<:ases  determined  in 


]8iS. 
tld  February. 

Salt  for  wages. 
Stipalation  in 
the  mariner't 
eoDtract,  that  a 
share  in  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  whal« 
ing  voyage 
shoald  form  a 
part  of  the 
seaman's  wages. 

Defence, — 
that  the  mari- 
ner's daim  was 
founded  upon  a 
special  contract, 
over  which  the 
Court  had  no 
jurisdiction, — 
sustained. 

Sembie-'U 
the  special 
agreement  p^~ 
^i^des  the  whole 
of  the  contract, 
the  mariner  is 
not  entitled  to 
sue  in  the  Ad- 
miralty Court. 
If,  however,  a 
part  of  the  voy- 
age is  upon  an 
ordinaiy  con- 
tract, and  the 
special  agree- 
ment is  only 
contingent,  the 
Court  will  pro- 
nounce for  that 
part  of  the  wages 
which  is  claimed 
under  the  or- 
dinary contract 


THE   RIBY  GROVE.     Dean. 

'T'HIS  was  a  question  upon   the  admission  of  a 
summary  petition  in  a  suit  for  subtraction  of 
wages. 

The  summary  petition,  consistinjjf  of  four  articles, 
in  substance  pleaded : — 

First. — That  on  or  about  the  14th  of  March, 
1838,  the  said  ship,  Riby  Grove,  being  at  the 
port  of  Hull,  and  destined  to  the  Greenland  whale 
fishery  on  a  whaling  voyage,  J.  D.,  the  master, 
shipped  and  hired  the  plaintifi^  to  serve  as  cook 
on  board  said  ship  during  her  then  intended 
voyage,  and  agreed  to  pay  him  wages  at  the  rate 
of  two  pounds  fifteen  shillings  per  month,  and  one 
shilling  and  nine-pence  for  every  ton  of  oil  which 
should  be  obtained  in  the  said  voyage.  That  said 
J.  D.  accordingly  entered  on  board,  and  into  the 
service  of  the  said  ship,  and  on  the  6th  of  March 
signed  the  usual  ship's  articles  or  mariners*  con- 
tract.  That  on  the  8th  of  March,  the  said  ship 
sailed  from  Hull,  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage  to 
the  whale  fishery,  where  she  succeeded  in  taking 
five  thousand  three  hundred  and  thirty  seals,  and 
seven  whales,  which  produced  ninety  tons  of  blubber, 
and  two  tons  of  whalebone  ;  but  that  on  the  9th  of 
June,  1838,  the  ship  got  jammed  amongst  the  ice, 
and  although  every  endeavour  was  made  by  the 
master  and  crew  to  extricate  her,  she  became  a  total 
wreck,  and  went  down. 

That  by  the  arduous  and  unwearied  exertions  of 
the  master  and  part  of  the  crew  of  the  said  ship, 
assisted  by  the  crews  of  two  foreign  whalers,  the 
Altona  of  Elmshom,  and  the  Hanover  of  Bremen, 
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which  were  on  the  spot,  seventy  tons  of  blubber        484s. 

were  rescued  from  the  sinking  vessel,  thirty  tons  bf  ^'^  Febnkaif. 

which  were  stowed  on  board  the  Altona,  and  the     ^GimwT 

remaining  forty  on  board  the  Hanover;  in  addition 

to  which,    various   stores,    consisting   of  whaling 

boats,  whaling  lines,  provisions,  and  other  articles 

to  the  value  at  the  least  of  £100,  were  taken  out 

of  the  said  ship,  and  safely  deposited  on  board  the 

said  vessels,  and  deposited  in  the  custody  of  the 

owners  of  the  said  two  vessels  to  abide  the  claims 

of  all  parties  thereto. 

The  first  article  then  alleged,  inter  alia — ^That 
towards  the  end  of  July  1838,  the  plaintiff  arrived 
in  England,  and  immediately  applied  to  W.  T.,  as 
the  managing  owner  of  the  said  ship,  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  wages  schedulate,  but  that  he  then 
refused  to  make  such  payment,  alleging  as  his 
reason  for  such  refusal,  that  the  question  as  to  the 
title  in  the  property  saved  as  aforesaid  was  then 
pending  and  undetermined  between  the  owners  of 
the  Riby  Grove  and  the  owners  of  the  said  vessels, 
Altona  and  Hanover.  That  at  the  commencement 
of  the  month  of  August  last,  the  said  plaintiff  and 
others  of  the  crew  of  the  Riby  Grove,  having 
ascertained  that  the  saidW.  T.,  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  the  co-owners  of  the  said  ship,  had  received 
from  the  owners  of  the  two  vessels  a  very  consider- 
able part  of  the  said  oil,  again  applied  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  wages — to  wit,  the  9th  of  August — 
but  said  W.  T.  on  such  occasion  again  refused,  at 
the  same  time  admitting,  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  others  of  the  crew, 
that  he  and  his  co-owners  had  received  the  value 
of  fifteen  tons  of  oil,  amounting,  at  the  lowest  value, 
to  the  sum  of  £450.     That  upon  subsequent  appli» 
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IMS.  cation  to  the  owners  of  the  said  two  vessels,  it  was 
-1— -— !!1  ascertamed  that  the  oil  taken  on  hoard  the  Altona 
had  produced,  at  public  sale,  14630  marks,  Ham- 
burg currency,  viz,  £884  sterling ;  and  that  one 
half,  viz.,  the  sum  of  £44£,  had  been  delivered 
over  to  the  owners  of  the  Riby  Grove.  It  was 
also  ascertained  that  the  owners  of  the  Hanover 
had  paid  to  the  owners  of  the  said  ship  the  further 
sum  of  £454.  That  upon  such  information  the 
plaintiff,  in  order  to  compel  the  payment  of  his 
wages,  summoned  the  said  W.  T.  before  the  magis- 
trates at  Hull,  but  the  said  magistrates  declined  to 
adjudicate  upon  the  question,  &c. 

Second. — ^That  the  said  oil,  and  also  the  other 
articles  saved  from  the  Riby  Grove,  were  the  pro- 
perty of  the  owners  of  the  said  ship,  and  that  it 
has  ever  been  usual  and  customary  for  the  persons 
serving  on  board  vessels  engaged  in  the  Greenland 
whale  fishery  to  be  allowed  a  certain  sum,  vary- 
ing according  to  their  different  capacities,  for  every 
ton  of  oil  obtained  by  their  exertions,  and  that  such 
allowance  is  expressly  set  forth  in  the  mariners' 
contracts,  and  is  universally  understood  by  the 
masters  and  crews  of  such  vessels  to  form  part  of 
their  wages. 

The  third  and  fourth  articles  are  the  usual  con- 
cluding articles. 

On  behalf  of  the  owners,  Addams  submitted — 
That  the  summary  petition  was  inadmissible 
upon  two  grounds.  In  the  first  place,  that  the 
original  lien  of  the  mariner  was  upon  the  ship,  and 
this  lien  had  been  destroyed  in  the  present  instance 
by  the  misfortune  which  had  befallen  the  owners  in 
the  total  loss  of  their  vessel.     That  although  it 
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was  indeed  suggested  in  the  petiti(m  that  some  ^uJpXLi^, 
(XHtioii  of  the  ship's  stores  and  apparatus  had  been  theRmt  * 
sayed,  it  was  not  attempted  to  aver  in  plea  that  G^rs. 
any  part  of  them  had  come  into  the  possession  of 
Uie  owners.  The  Court,  therefore,  could  take  no 
Qotice  of  this  circumstance  in  deciding  the  admissi^ 
bility  of  the  plea  which  was  now  brought  in.  That 
with  respect  to  the  seventy  tons  .of  blubber,  which 
f(Mrmed  part  of  the  cargo,  and  which  was  alleged 
to  havei  been  saved,  and  subsequently  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owners,  it  was  clear  that  as  against 
this  portion  of  the  property,  qu4  cargOf  (the  ma- 
riner's lien  for  the  wages  did  not  extend,  and  that 
he  had  no  such  daim  up6n  it  as  would  give  him 
the  right  to  sue  against  the  owners  in  this  Court 
That  if  he  had  any  claim  at  iedl  against  this  part 
rf  the  owners'  property^  it  must  be  founded  upon 
the  special  agreement  in  the  ship's  articles,  that  he 
dionld  receive  U.  9^.  for  every  ton  of  oil  produced. 
That  under  the  authority  of  the  case  Jesse  v.  Roy, 
it  might  indeed  be  questioned  whether  he  could 
recover  at  all  upon  such  agreement,  the  oil  never 
having  arrived  in  this  country^;  but  be  this  as  it 
may,  the  cognizance  of  the  claim  did  not  belong  to 
this  Court,  but.  to  other  tribunals ;  and  this  Court 
had  no  authority  to  entertain  die  question.  That 
there  was  also  a  second  ground  of  objection  equally, 
if  not  still  more,  fatal  to  the  admission  of  the  sum- 
mary petiticm,  viz.,  that  upon  the  &ce  of  the 
petition  itself  it  was  evident  that  the  mariners'  con- 
tnct  with  the  owners  in  this '  case,  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  special  contract,  upon  which  the  Court 
had  no  jurisdiction  to  adjudicate.  That  this  prin- 
ciple had  been  most  distinctly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Tenteiden  in  his  work  on  Shipping,  and  had  been 
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1848.  acted  upon  in  the  practice  of  the  Court  in  the  case 
-  '^^'^^'  of  the  Sydney  Cove,  decided  by  Lord  Stowell. 
GeotIT  That  the  case  of  the  Sydney  Cove  was  strongly 
analogous  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case, 
and  the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell  in  that  case  was 
binding  and  conclusive  upon  the  present  question. 
That  upon  both  these  grounds  the  owners  were 
entitled  to  be  dismissed  from  this  suit,  and  that  it 
was  a  great  hardship  upon  them  that  they  should 
have  been  called  upon  to  appear  at  all  after  the 
great  lapse  of  time  that  had  intervened  since  the 
loss  of  their  vessel. 

For  the  mariner,  Phillimore,  contra — 
That  in  point  of  hardship  the  mariner  had  most 
reason  to  complain  in  having  been  thus  long  de- 
prived of  his  wages,  whilst  the  owners  were  in 
possession  of  so  ample  a  fund  for  their  discharge. 
That  the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  case  of 
the  Sydney  Cove,  was  grounded  upon  the  express 
consideration,  that  the  part  of  the  mariners'  con- 
tract which  he  rejected  was  in  the  nature  of  a 
partnership  transaction  between  the  mariners  and 
the  owners,  and  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had 
no  power  to  investigate  the  question.  The  case, 
therefore,  of  the  Sydney  Cove  did  not  apply  in  the 
present  case,  in  which  the  oil  money  constituted  a 
part  and  parcel  of  the  mariners'  wages.  That  even 
assuming,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  that  the 
mariner  had  no  direct  legal  lien  for  wages  upon 
the  proceeds  of  the  blubber  which  had  been  saved, 
still  it  was  clear  in  this  case  that  the  property  had 
been  saved  partly  by  the  exertions  of  the  crew  of 
the  Riby  Grove;  and  they  might  therefore  be 
fairly  considered   to  have   a  lien  upon  it  in  the 
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nature  of  salvage.     That  this  position  was  borne        19.4s. 
out  by  the  dictum  of  Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  g^rtiaiy. 

the  Neptune  (a) ;  that  circumstances  might  present  omon. 
themselves  that  might  induce  the  Court  to  open  itself 
to  the  claim  of  the  mariners,  of  a  persona  standi  in 
judiciOf  as  salvors.  The  learned  counsel  referred 
m  detail  to  the  judgment  of  Lord  Stowell,  and  in 
conclusion  contended  that  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  fell  within  the  dictum  thrown  out  by  Lord 
Stowell,  and  that  the  summary  petition  ought  to  be 
admitted. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  dictum  of  Lord  Stowell  does  not  apply. 
The  Court  clearly  could  not  give  salvage  in  a  suit 
for  wages.  The  question  which  has  been  raised  is 
an  important  question  with  regard  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court.  I  must  take  time  to  consider 
my  decision. 

Upon  the  2nd  of  March  the  Court  delivered  its 
opinion  to  the  following  effect. 

Judgment — Dr.  Lushington.  2nd  March. 

The  question  to  be  decided  in  this  case  arises 
upon  the  admissibility  of  a  summary  petition  which 
has  been  offered  to  the  Court  under  the  following 
circumstances.  The  vessel,  it  appears,  being  bound 
on  a  whaling  voyage  to  the  Greenland  fishery,  the 
mariner,  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause,  was  hired  by 
the  master  to  serve  on  board  in  the  capacity  of 
cook,  at  the  rate  of  £2  155.  per  month,  and  \s.  9d. 
upon  each  tun  of  oil  which  might  be  obtained. 
Having  signed  the  ship's  articles,  he  proceeded 

(a)  Haggard't  Admiralty  Reports,  vol.  i.  p.  227. 
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1948.        with  the  vessel  to  the  fishery,  where,  having  been 

occupied  in  catching  seals  and  whales  for  a  con- 

Om^  siderable  time  with  success,  the  ship  was  eventu- 
ally lost  It  is  alleged  in  the  summary  petition, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  loss  of  the  vessel  a  certain 
portion  of  the  ship's  stores  and  of  her  apparatus 
was  saved ;  but,  as  was  properly  observed  by  the 
counsel  in  the  argument,  it  is  not  averred  that  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  ever  received  any  part  of  the 
property  which  is  alleged  to  have  been  so  saved. 
Under  certain  circumstances,  undoubtedly,  in  a 
question  of  this  kind,  the  saving  of  a  portion  of 
the  vessel's  stores  and  her  apparatus,  might  form 
an  important  ingredient  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court ;  but  this  consideration  cannot  apply  in  the 
present  instance,  because  the  averment  to  which  I 
have  adverted  is  too  loosely  pleaded  to  influence 
my  decision.  It  is  moreover  alleged  that  a  part 
of  the  cargo  was  also  saved  and  carried  into  Hol- 
land, and  that  a  certain  sum  of  money  has  been 
paid  over  to  the  owners  on  account  of  the  cargo  so 
saved,  a  deduction  for  salvage  being  first  made. 
Under  these  circumstances,  I  am  now  asked  to 
admit  this  summary  petition,  and  the  decision  of 
the  question,  it  appears  to  me,  involves  two  con- 
siderations. The  first  is,  whether  the  wages  are 
legally  due  or  not?  and  secondly,  whether  this 
Court  has  any  jurisdiction  to  decide  upon  them? 
With  regard  to  the  first  point,  I  am  not  aware 
(and  I  believe  the  point  never  has  been  decided  in 
this  Court)  of  any  case  whatever  in  which  it  has 
been  decided,  that  where  a  part  of  the  cargo  has 
been  saved,  and  the  ship  has  been  wholly  lost,  the 
mariner  can  prosecute  a  suit  for  wages  in  this 
Court  against  the  cargo  itself.    The  question  was. 
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I  find,  indirectly  noticed  in  the  case  of  the  Lady        1848. 

Durham,  reported  in  the  third  volilme  of  Hag-  

gard's  Reports,  p.  196,  hut  no  opinion  was  deli-  gUts. 
vered  upon  the  point  hy  the  learned  judge  who 
decided  that  case.  The  words  of  Sir  John  NichoU 
m  that  case  are  these — "  Whether  if  any  cargo 
were  saved  it  could  he  held  to  represent  the 
freight,  I  give  no  opinion ;  it  might  raise  a  very 
different  question  from  the  present/'  In  the  case 
to  which  I  have  adverted,  the  ship  sailed  from 
Liverpool  on  a  trading  voyage  to  Africa,  and  upon 
her  homeward  voyage  was  totally  lost,  together  with 
her  cargo ;  the  ship  and  the  cargo  being  the  pro- 
perty of  the  same  owners.  The  case,  therefore,  of 
the  Lady  Durham  is  unquestionably  distinguished 
from  the  present  case  in  two  most  important  par- 
ticulars. First,  that  in  the  case  of  the  Lady  Dur- 
ham, the  whole  of  the  cargo  was  entirely  lost ;  and 
secondly,  the  cargo  was  the  sole  and  entire  pro- 
perly of  the  owners  of  the  ship.  The  learned 
judge.  Sir  J.  Nicholl,  having  given  to  the  question, 
as  it  appears,  very  great  consideration,  rejected  the 
summary  petition  of  the  mariner  upon  the  general 
principle  of  law,  that  a  mariner  has  no  lien  for 
his  wages  upon  the  cargo,  his  lien  is  upon  the 
ship  and  freight.  I  entirely  concur  with  Sir  J. 
Nicholl  in  the  doctrine,  that  against  the  cargo,  qud 
cargOf  the  seaman  can  have  no  claim  ;  at  the  same 
time,  I  think,  that  as  against  the  cargo,  where 
freight  has  been  earned  although  not  paid,  the 
case  might  perhaps  be  subject  to  a  different  con- 
sideration. I  do  not,  however,  feel  myself  called 
upon  to  express  any  immediate  opinion  upon  this 
pomt  in  the  present  instance,  and  I  should  be  ex- 
treooely  reluctant  to  conclude  myself  upon  a  point 
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IB43.        which  may  possibly  occur  hereafter,  namely,  when 


ind  March, 


the  owner  of  the  ship  is  the  owner  of  the  cargo, 
Q^j^     and  the  ship  is  lost,  but  the  cargo  is  saved. 

Technically  speaking,  in  such  a  case  no  freight 
would  be  payable,  because  there  can  be  no  freight 
payable  from  a  man  to  himself.  Yet  the  cargo 
would  include  in  itself  the  value  of  the  freight 
Upon  this  point  however,  I  again  repeat,  I  do  not 
wish  to  be  considered  as  pronouncing  any  decision 
in  the  present  instance.  Further,  I  do  not  at  the 
present  moment  feel  myself  called  upon  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  wages  are  due  to  the  mariner  or 
not.  My  decision  will  rest  upon  the  second  con- 
sideration,  to  which  I  will  now  apply  myself,  namely, 
whether  this  Court  has  any  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  mariner's  demand. 

Now  the  question  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  as 
it  appears  to  me,  is — What  are  the  limits  which 
have  been  prescribed  to  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Court?  In  the  investigation  of  this  question,  I 
am  not  about  to  enter  into  a  detail  of  all  the  pre- 
ceding authorities,  either  of  this  Court  or  the  courts 
of  common  law.  It  will  be  sufficient  if  from  the 
more  recent  authorities  I  am  enabled  to  select  a 
sufficient  guidance  for  my  judgment,  without  enter- 
ing  into  cases  which  have  been  decided  in  former 
days,  when  perhaps  they  would  not  have  received 
the  same  decision  from  any  Court  as  they  would  at 
the  present  time.  The  whole  of  the  law  upon  thig 
subject  is  laid  in  the  last  edition  of  Lord  Tenter- 
den*s  book  of  Shipping,  pp.  590.  594.  The  result 
of  it  is  shortly  this : — "  That  when  the  contract  is 
in  the  usual  terms,  although  it  be  made  in  writing 
and  under  seal,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  is  entitled 
to  exercise  jurisdiction.     When,  however,  the  con- 
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tract  is  special,  or  to  use  the  words  of  the  high  au-        isis. 


2nd  Marck^ 


thority  from  which  I  quote  them,  *  if  the  contract 
be  made  upon  terms  and  conditions  difltering  from  oIove.^ 
the  usual  and  general  rules  of  law,  service  alone 
cannot  entitle  a  seaman  to  his  wages ;  his  right  to 
them  must  depend  upon  the  performance  of  the  sti- 
pulated terms/  *'  The  doctrine  thus  laid  down  by 
Lord  Tenterden  has  reference  to  a  fiction  of  an- 
cient law,  which  fiction  was  this, — that  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  was  founded  upon  the  suppo- 
sition that  the  contract  was  made  at  sea,  and  the 
service  was  there  performed,  and  in  our  summary 
petitions  it  is  so  alleged  that  the  contract  was  made 
at  sea.  The  general  result,  however,  of  the  passage 
quoted,  and  of  all  the  authorities  is,  as  I  have 
ah'eady  observed, — that  if  the  contract  be  a  special 
contract,  this  Court  is  excluded  from  exercising  any 
jurisdiction  over  it. 

Now,  unfortunately,  what  is  and  what  is  not  a 
special  contract,  no  one  has  attempted  to  define. 
The  principle  has  been  laid  down  in  general  terms, 
that  a  special  contract  shall  oust  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  but  none  of  the  decided 
cases  have  defined  specifically  what  is  a  special  con- 
tract ;  and  upon  this  point,  consequently,  I  am  left 
entirely  to  the  exercise  of  my  own  judgment.  In 
considering  the  subject,  I  have  referred  to  the  case 
of  the  Sydney  Cove,  the  only  case,  that  I  am  aware 
0^  in  which  a  similar  question  has  directly  been 
raised  and  determined  by  this  Court.  In  that 
case,  reported  in  the  2nd  Dodson,  p.  11,  a  sum- 
mary petition  was  given  in,  in  the  first  instance, 
simply  setting  forth  that  the  mariner  was  hired  to 
serve  as  chief  mate  on  board  a  vessel  bound  on  a 
▼ojFage  to  New  South  Wales,  and  afterwards  on  a> 
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isis.        whaling  and  sealing  voyage,  and  back  to  the  port 

of  London ;  and  that  he  was  to  receive  wages  at 

Gmovi.  the  rate  of  £8  per  month.  This  was  the  whole  of 
the  case,  as  set  forth  in  the  summary  petition ;  and 
no  objection  was  taken  to  the  admission  of  the 
summary  petition  in  the  first  instance,  and  it  was 
admitted  as  a  matter  of  course.  An  additional 
article  was  subsequently  brought  in,  setting  forth 
the  particulars  of  the  whaling  and  sealing  voyage 
in  which  the  vessel  had  been  engaged,  and  alleging 
that  the  cargo  sold  for  the  net  sum  of  £6442  10^., 
and  that  the  mariner  shipped  and  hired  himself  as 
chief  mate,  at  and  after  the  rate  of  a  twenty-fourth 
part  or  share  of  the  net  produce  of  the  oil  and 
skins  produced  thereon.  The  admission  of  this 
additional  article  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Court  had  no  authority  to  entertain  the  cause, 
and  that  it  could  not  adjudicate  upon  a  question 
which  was  ia  the  nature  of  a  partnership  trans- 
actipn.  Lord  Stowell  directed  the  case  to  stand 
over,  that  search  might  be  made  for  precedents, 
and  no  precedent  being  found,  he  subsequently 
rejected  the  admission  of  the  additional  article. 
When  the  case  came  again  before  the  Court,  upon* 
the.  evidence  adduced  in  support  of  the  summary 
petition,  the  objection  was  again  taken,  that  the 
proceeding  was  not  a  proceeding  fpr  ordinary  wages, 
over  which  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  jurisdic- 
tion, but  for  a  share  in  the  profits  of  a  whaling 
voyage,  which  was  not  recoverable  in  a  court  of  this 
description.  Lord  Stowell  decided  in  favour  of  the 
mariner,  but  upon  this  special  ground,  viz.,  that 
there  was  a  considerable  degree  of  obscurity  arising 
fi*om  the  manner  in  which  the  mariners'  contract 
was  dr^WP  up ;  but  he  thought  the  fair  construction 
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was,  that  the  mariner  was,  at  all  events,  entitled        i848. 

to  monthly  wages  during  the  outward  voyage,  and 

that  the  whaling  and  sealing  voyage  was  eventual  olo^"^ 
only,  being  altogether  dependent  on  the  inclination 
of  Mr.  Underwood,  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at 
New  South  Wales.  I  have  myself  examined  the 
ship's  articles  in  the  case  of  the  Sydney  Cove,  and 
I  &id  that  there  is  a  special  clause  contained  in 
them  to  the  following  effect.  After  adopting  the 
common  printed  form  for  wages  then  in  use,  they 
go  on  to  say :  ^^  And  it  is  further  agreed,  that 
after  the  delivery  of  the  cargo  at  Port  Jackson, 
the  ship  is  then  to  proceed  in  whaling  or  sealing, 
or  both,  or  to  take  in  freight  for  England,  at  the 
option  of  Mr.  Underwood,  the  owner's  agent,  as  he 
loay  think  most  beneficial  for  the  owner,  himself, 
and  the  ship's  company;  and  in  case  the  said  ship 
should  go  a  whaling  or  sealing,  or  both,  then  the 
officers  and  seamen  are  to  be  on  certain  shares  of 
the  net  proceeds  of  whatever  the  ship  may  procure. 
And  if  die  ship  shall  be  freighted  from  Port  Jack- 
son to  London-,  then  the  officers  and  seamen  shall 
be  entitled  to  the  wages  given  at  the  port  of  Lon- 
dcm  at  the  time  of  their  signing  these  articles ;  that 
the  wages  due  on  delivery  of  the  cargo  shall  be 
paid  them,  deducting  slops  and  advances."  Now,  it 
is  quite  clear,  that  Lord  Stowell  decided  this  case 
upon  the  principle  that  the  voyage  outwards  was  a 
voyage  on  the  ordinary  mariners'  contract.  The 
demand  set  up  in  the  original  act  on  petition  was 
8im{dy  for  ordinary  wages ;  and  Lord  Stowell  was 
jmrfectly  right  in  taking  the  distinction  which  he 
did  take,  and  in  giving  the  mariner  his  wages  for 
the  outward  voyage  alone,  thereby  taking  cogni- 
zance only  of  that  part  of  the  contract  which  was  in 
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1B4S.        the  ordinary  and  common  form,  and  rejecting  the 

^'^^^ further  demand  for  a  share  in  the  skins  and  oil 

gIoye!^  money,  upon  the  principle  that  he  did  not  possess 
any  jurisdiction  to  enter  into  the  question. 

If  the  two  claims  had  been  so  mixed  up  together 
as  to  have  rendered  them  incapable  of  clear  separa- 
tion, Lord  Stowell,  I  apprehend,  would  have  con- 
sidered himself  bound  to  have  rejected  the  whole 
of  the  demand  of  the  mariner ;  but,  finding,  as  he 
states  in  his  judgment,  that  the  whaling  and  seal- 
ing voyage  was  eventual  only,  and  dependent  upon 
the  inclination  of  Mr.  Underwood,  he  had,  I  con- 
ceive, a  perfect  right  to  pronounce  the  decision 
which  he  gave.  I  will  now  advert  to  the  contract 
in  this  particular  case,  for>the  purpose  of  consider- 
ing whether  it  brings  it  within  any  of  the  principles 
adverted  to  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  his  book  on 
Shipping,  or  by  Lord  Stowell  in  his  judgment  in 
the  case  of  the  Sydney  Cove. 

The  learned  judge  here  adverted  to  the  terms  of 
the  mariners*  contract,  as  set  forth  in  the  act  on 
petition,  and  proceeded  to  observe : — ^What,  then,  is 
the  true  nature  and  character  of  this  contract  ?  I 
must  say,  that,  in  my  opinion,  it  is,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  a  special  contract.  Supposing  I  was 
to  pronounce  for  the  wages  as  claimed,  and  to  com- 
pel the  owners  to  bring  in  the  £800,  which  it  is 
alleged  they  have  received,  in  what  way  am  I  to 
apportion  the  shares  of  the  seamen  ?  I  must  enter 
into  a  difficult  investigation,  and  decide  upon  hand- 
money  in  advance,  and  what  is  termed  striking  or 
fish-money,  and  the  shares  which  the  mariners  are 
to  take  for  oil-money  per  imperial  ton. 

What  must  I  do  besides  ?  Why,  when  the  parties 
become    partners    under    these    circumstances,    I 
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should  further  have  to  decide  hetween  the  interests        i84s. 
of  the  mariners  and  the  owners ;  for  could  I  pos-     ^"^  ^°^'^ 
aibly  determine  that  the  persons  on  board  this  ship     ^gI^'^ 
are  to  take  all  that  has  been  saved,  in  total  exclusion 
of  the  owners  I     Are  they  not  partners  in  one  and 
the  same  adventure  ? 

Would  not  the  equitable  course  of  proceeding  be 
that  aU  the  parties  should  come  in  to  share,  and 
receive  a  division  of  the  property  which  has  been 
saved,  in  proportion  to  the  amount  to  which  they 
may  be  respectively  entitled  ?  This  Court  is  utterly 
incompetent  to  enter  into  any  such  apportionment. 
I  therefore  feel  bound  to  reject  this  summary  pe- 
tition, and  I  do  so  upon  three  grounds. 

first,  because  the  contract  is  a  special  contract, 
siidi  as  is  described  by  Lord  Tenterden  as  ousting 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court. 

Secondly,  because  I  conceive  that  I  am  confirmed 
by  the  authority  of  Lord  Stowell  in  so  doing. 

And  lastly,  because  the  contract  being  in  the 
nature  of  a  partnership,  I  should  have,  in  enter- 
taining the  question,  to  encounter  such  difficulties 
as  would  render  it  impossible  for  the  Court  to 
arrive  at  a  just  and  equitable  result. 


THE  ALEXANDER  WISE.    Coulson.         tnd  March. 


THIS  was  a  cause  of  damaire  by  collision,  pro-  Caieofcoiunon. 
moted   by   the    owners   of    the  bng  Hylton  vessel  upon  the 
against  this  vessel,  &c.     The  Court  was  assisted  by  d^baJkJ* 
Trinity  Masters,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  case  "^t  giving  wiy 

^  ,'.  ,  toa  vessel  upon 

are  fully  noticed  m  the  Judge's  observations  to  the  ^«  itarboard 

rp  .    .^    •'^-.      .  Uekandcloie- 

Inmty  Masters.  hauled— over. 

ruled. 
VOL.  II.  F 


66  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 


i  jSIca.         ^^^  *^®  owners  of  the  Hylton,  Queen* s  Advocate 
and  Robinson. 


2nd  March. 


Thx  Alez- 
amdbk  wus. 


For  the  Alexander  Wise,  Addams  and  Deane. 

Per  Curiam. 
Gentlemen — This  is  a  cause  of  damage  by  colli- 
sion, and  the  issues  which  you  will  have  to  try  are 
the  following : — Whether  the  defendant  is  solely  to 
blame — ^whether  the  plaintiff  is  solely  to  blame— 
whether  both  the  parties  are  to  blame  ;  and  lastly, 
whether  the  collision  arose  from  pure  and  inevi- 
table accident.  These  are  the  points  to  which 
your  attention  must  be  directed ;  and  in  deciding 
these  points  you  may  altogether  dismiss  from  your 
consideration  some  of  the  topics  which  have  been 
urged  in  the  course  of  the  argument  which  has 
been  addressed  to  the  Court.  For  instance,  you 
have  nothing  to  do  with  the  amount  of  the  damages 
in  question  ;  that  must  be  referred  to  the  registrar 
and  merchants.  If  it  should  happen  in  any  case 
that  it  was  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing the  cause  of  the  collision,  to  entertain  that 
question,  then  it  would  be  a  fit  and  proper  point 
for  your  consideration ;  but  where,  as  in  the  pre- 
sent instance,  it  has  in  reality  no  bearing  upon  the 
issues  in  the  case,  it  is  useless  to  trouble  you  upon 
it.  Another  point  which  has  been  pressed  in  the 
argument  is  the  amount  of  the  bail  which  has  been 
demanded :  but  this  again  is  a  matter  for  the 
exclusive  consideration  of  the  Court :  and  if  it 
should  be  found  in  any  cases  of  this  kind  that 
improper  bail  has  been  required,  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  adopt  such  measures  as  it 
thought  fit  to  prevent  any  thing  like  an  attempt  at 
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extortion.  I  will  now  briefly  bring  to  your  atten- 
tion the  leading  facts  of  the  case,  many  of  which 
are  admitted  on  both  sides,  and  are  consequently 
beyond  the  possibility  of  dispute.  The  state  of  the 
wind  is  not  disputed,  neither  does  any  question 
arise  with  respect  to  the  courses  of  the  two  vessels 
at  the  time  of  the  collision.  The  Hylton,  it  ap- 
pears,  was  close-hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  her 
course  lying  s.£.^s.,  whilst  the  Alexander  Wise  was 
steering  w.  on  the  larboard  tack,  and  also  close- 
hauled. 

Such  being  the  courses  of  the  vessels,  what, 
according  to  their  own  statement,  were  the  mea- 
sures adopted  by  the  crew  of  the  Alexander 
Wise  ?  They  state  that-  they  put  down  the  helm 
in  the  first  instance,  and  then,  in  consequence 
of  the  hailing  from  the  Hylton,  they  afterwards 
put  it  up.  The  evidence  of  the  witnesses  is  in 
these  words  : — "  That  she  was  sailing  at  the  rate 
of  about  three  knots  an  hour  ;  that  the  master  had 
gone  down  to  consult  the  chart,  but  previously  to 
doing  so  he  had  looked  out,  being  anxious  on  ac- 
count of  the  state  of  the  weather,  but  could  not 
discover  a  vessel  near ;  that  he  had  not  been 
below  more  than  a  minute  when  he  heard  Chase, 
me  of  the  men  looking  out  on  the  forecastle,  call 
out  that  there  was  a  sail  ahead ;  that  Howatt,  the 
mate,  knowing  that  the  ship  must  be  close  aboard 
of  them,  instantly  ordered  J.  N.,  the  man  at  the 
wheel,  to  put  the  helm  down,  intending  thereby  to 
bring  the  brig's  head  to  the  wind,  and  lessen  the 
effect  of  any  collision  that  might  take  place  ;  that 
he  had  hardly  got  the  word  out  of  his  mouth,  and 
J.  N.  had  only  just  put  the  helm  down,  when  he 
heard  some  one  on  board  the  vessel  ahead  hail  the 

F  2 
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184S.        Alexander  Wise  to  put  her  hehn  up,  and  he  imme- 

^'^^ 1-  ately  gave  the  order  accordingly,  hut  the  collision 

AKDiE^wwL  took  place  before  the  brig  had  time  to  alter  her 
course,  in  consequence  of  the  helm  having  been 
put  down."  What,  then,  is  the  result  of  this 
statement  ?  It  is  this : — that  by  their  own  admis- 
sion the  persons  on  board  the  Alexander  Wise 
departed,  in  the  first  instance,  from  the  acknow- 
ledged rule  of  navigation,  inasmuch  as  the  Hylton 
being  upon  the  starboard  tack,  and  the  Alexander 
Wise  upon  the  larboard,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
former  to  keep  her  course,  and  the  latter  to  give 
way.  They  do  not  deny  the  rule,  but  they  allege 
in  substance,  that  from  the  extreme  haziness  of 
the  weather,  and  the  close  proximity  of  the  two 
vessels  when  first  seen  by  each  other,  it  was  a 
proper  measure  on  their  part  to  put  down  the 
helm,  and  that  if  the  Hylton  had  pursued  the  same 
course,  the  collision  might  have  been  avoided.  I 
must  here  observe,  gentlemen,  that  with  respect  to 
the  distance  at  which  the  vessels  were  first  descried 
by  each  other,  and  also  in  regard  to  the  still  more 
important  point,  the  darkness  of  the  night,  the 
respective  statements  are  controverted.  On  the 
part  of  the  Hylton,  it  is  stated  that  the  weather,  at 
the  time  of  the  collision,  was  thick  with  fog  and 
showers,  the  wind  s.s.w.,  with  the  moon  up.  On 
behalf  of  the  Alexander  Wise,  the  statement  is 
that  the  weather  was  extremely  thick  and  foggy, 
but  nothing  is  said  about  the  mooQ.  Again :  it  is 
stated  by  the  Hylton,  in  the  act  on  petition,  that 
an  interval  of  about  three  minutes  eUpsed  between 
the  discovery  of  the  Alexander  Wise  and  the  col- 
lision ;  and  that  during  such  interval  the  Alex- 
ander Wise  was  repeatedly  hailed  to  put  her  helm 
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up,  bat  that  no  attention  was  paid  to  such  hailing 
until  the  Alexaiider  Wise  was  close  upon  the 
Hylton,  and  a  collision  was  inevitable.  These 
points,  gentlemen,  will  require  your  special  and 
particular  attention,  because  the  main  argument 
cm  behalf  of  the  Alexander  Wise  is,  that  the  col- 
lision arose  firom  inevitable  accident  on  account  of 
the  weather,  and  that  blame  is  imputable  to  neither 
party.  If  you  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient time  and  opportunity  for  the  Alexander  Wise 
to  have  put  her  helm  up,  and  thereby  to  have  bore 
away,  you  will  in  such  case  pronounce  her  to  blame. 
If,  on  the  contrary,  you  shall  be  of  opinion  that, 
from  the  circumstances  set  forth  by  the  Alexander 
Wise,  the  accident  was  inevitable,  and  she  took  the 
proper  course  in  first  putting  her  helm  down,  and 
afterwards  putting  it  up,  the  owners  of  that  vessel 
will  be  entitled  to  their  dismissal. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  Alexander  Wise  to  put  her  helm 
up  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  that  vessel  was 
solely  to  blame. 

Damage  pronounced  for,  with  costs. 


1843. 
2tid  March, 

The  Alez- 
AMDEK  Wise. 


THE   MEDORA. 

TN  this  case  the  Medora,  whilst  on  her  voyage 
from  Galatz  to  Hull,  struck  upon  the  Has- 
borough  sand  upon  the  27th  of  October  last,  the 
wind  at  the  time  blowing  in  gales  from  the  w.s.w. 
A  weft  for  assistance  was  first  hoisted,  and  after- 
wards the  master  hoisted  the  union  ensign  down- 
wards. This,  it  was  alleged  on  the  part  of  the 
owners,  was  merely  a  signal  for  assistance  in  pump- 
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18iS. 
lOth  March. 

The  Me]>ora. 


ing,  in  case  of  need,  or  for  provisions.  A  quaran- 
tine flag,  which  was  flying  when  the  vessel  first 
struck,  had  been  taken  down  ;  and  it  was  admitted 
that  this  had  been  done  that  the  persons  coming  to 
her  assistance  might  not  perceive  the  inconvenience 
to  which  they  might  be  exposed  in  going  on  board 
the  Medora. 

The  William  and  Mary  fishing  lugger,  of  forty- 
four  tons,  and  manned  with  a  crew  of  ten  hands, 
went  off  to  her  assistance,  and,  having  been  occu- 
pied two  days  in  the  service,  eventually  succeeded 
in  getting  her  off  the  sands,  and  carrying  her  into 
Yarmouth. 

The  value  of  the  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  was 
£3637,  and  the  action  was  entered  by  the  salvors 
in  the  sum  of  £800. 

The  Court  awarded  £400. 


Ibth  March. 

Moiety  of  the 
ihip  and  cargo 
awarded  in  a 
case  of  derelict. 
Deductions 
from  the  net 
value  allowed  to 
the  owners  for 
necessary  ex- 
penses in  bring- 
ing the  ship  into 
port,  and  an  ap- 
portionment di- 
rected  by  the 
Court. 

SetnbU.'  A 
person  merely 
hiring  labourers 
to  assist  in  the 
unloading  of  a 
stranded  vessel, 
although  en- 
titled to  some 
remuneration 


THE  WATT. 

TN  this  case,  which  was  a  case  of  derelict,  a  ques- 
tion was  raised  respecting  the  amount  of  deduc- 
tions to  be  allowed,  on  account  of  the  owners,  from 
the  net  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo.  The  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  the  nature  of  the  deduc- 
tions, are  fully  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

Judgment — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  principal  claimants  in  this  case  are  Mr.  R. 
Coaker  and  six  other  seamen,  who  boarded  the 
vessel  on  or  about  the  18th  of  September  last, 
when  she  was  abandoned  by  her  own  crew,  and 
had  four  or  five  feet  of  water  in  her  hold.    By  great 
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gallantry  and  perseverance,  the  salvors  succeeded        i84s. 
m  finally  bringing  her  to  this  country,  although,  J*'*^'"'^ 


Thi  Watt. 


m  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  wind  and  wea-  ,  ^. 

^  for  his  super- 

ther,  they  were  not  fortunate  enough  to  bring  her  intendencc,  wui 
into  port,  but  were  compelled  to  run  her  ashore  at  to  cWm  m  « 
Eastbourne.  At  Eastbourne  she  was  taken  in  charge  '^^°''' 
by  a  Mr,  Wingfield,  of  that  place,  who  hired  a 
number  of  men  to  unload  the  vessel,  and  a  steamer 
having  been  subsequently  engaged,  by  her  aid  she 
was  eventually  taken  in  safety  to  Portsmouth. 

Looking  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  salvors* 
services,  which  lasted  from  five  to  six  weeks  in 
duration,  it  cannot  be  doubted  that,  but  for  their 
exertions  and  assistance,  the  property  must  have 
been  utterly  lost  to  the  owners ;  and  the  case 
therefore  being,  strictly  speaking,  a  case  of  dere- 
lict, the  Court  is,  I  think,  bound  to  give  the  salvors 
a  moiety  of  the  property  saved,  subject  to  deduc- 
tions. The  real  question  then  is,  what  these  de- 
ductions ought  to  be.  Now  I  will  endeavour  to 
state,  as  clearly  as  I  can,  what  my  decree  will  be 
with  respect  to  the  expenses  which  are  claimed 
to  be  deducted.  In  the  first  instance,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  expense  of  bringing  the  vessel 
from  Eastbourne  to  Portsmouth  is  a  fair  deduction 
to  be  allowed  from  the  net  value  of  the  ship  and 
cargo,  because,  as  it  has  been  truly  observed,  the 
salvage  could  not  be  considered  as  completed  until 
the  vessel  was  brought  to  Portsmouth.  The  first 
deduction,  therefore,  will  be  the  sum  of  £250,  paid 
for  the  services  of  the  steam  ship,  and  £101  stated 
to  have  been  expended  in  the  affidavit  of  Mr. 
Parsons.  In  regard  to  the  claim  which  has  been 
set  up  by  Mr.  Wingfield,  (I  will  not  enter  into  the 
question  whether  he  was  employed  by  Mr.  Coaker 
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1848.        or  the  agent  at  Lloyd's,  but  confine  my  considera- 
'—  tion  solely  to  the  nature  of  the  service  which  he 

Thk  "Watt 

performed,)  I  do  not  think  that  he  is  entitled  to 
come  before  the  Court  under  the  appellation  of  a 
salvor.  He  appears  to  have  done  no  more  than 
this,  viz,,  to  have  hired  persons  from  Hastings  and 
Eastbourne,  who  went  on  board  the  vessel  as  the 
wind  and  weather  permitted,  for  the  purpose  of 
landing  the  cargo,  and  performing  services  which 
cannot  properly  be  denominated  salvage  services. 
For  any  disbursements  which  he  may  have  bond 
Jide  made  for  the  service  of  the  ship,  he  is  of 
course  entitled  to  be  indemnified ;  and  I  shall  refer 
the  examination  of  the  disbursements  to  the  regis- 
trar of  the  Court.  He  is  also,  1  think,  entitled  to 
some  remuneration  for  his  superintendence.  The 
question  is,  what  should  be  the  amount  of  such  re- 
muneration.  A  tender  has  been  made  to  him  of  a 
guinea  per  diem,  but  as  this  tender  may  perhaps 
be  considered  as  rather  too  small  a  sum,  I  shall, 
in  order  to  prevent  litigation,  allow  one  guinea  and 
a  half  for  his  personal  services.  I  now  come,  in 
the  last  place,  to  the  claim  which  has  been  asserted 
on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Jane  Loudon,  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  expenses  necessarily  incurred 
by  the  owners  of  that  vessel,  in  consequence  of  the 
salvage  services  having  been  rendered  by  a  part  of 
the  crew  to  the  Watt,  must  be  allowed  \  and  these 
1  shall  refer  to  the  registrar  of  the  Court. 

The  expenses  which  I  have  thus  mentioned  hav- 
ing been  deducted,  I  shall  decree  a  moiety  of  the 
remaining  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo  to  the  owners 
and  crew  of  the  Jane  Loudon,  to  be  distributed  in 
the  following  proportion,  viz.,  to  Mr.  Coaker  and 
the  six  seamen,  who  were  the  actual  salvors,  I  shall 
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give  three-fourths  of  such  moiety,  they  hearing  their 
own  proctor's  expenses ;  the  remaining  one-fourth 
I  give  to  the  owners  of  the  Jane  Loudon  and  the 
crew  who  continued  on  hoard  that  vessel,  they  also 
bearing  their  expenses;  and  as  I  consider  that  in  this 
case  the  owners  of  the  Jane  Loudon  have  a  strong 
claim  in  consequence  of  their  vessel  having  heen 
deprived  of  so  many  of  her  hest  men,  I  shall  give  a 
moiety  of  the  fourth  part  decreed  to  the  owners  of 
the  Jane  Loudon,  and  the  remainder  to  the  persons 
left  on  hoard. 

Upon  the  application  of  counsel  the  Court  fur- 
ther decreed,  that  Mn  Coaker  should  receive  a  dou- 
ble share,  and  that  the  owners  of  the  Watt  should 
pay  their  own  proctor's  expenses  out  of  their  moiety 
of  the  property  salved. 
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THE  DOWTHORPE.*  Lofty. 

JN  this  case  a  suit  was  brought,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, against  this  ship  and  her  freight,  for  pay- 
ment of  a  bond  of  bottomry. 

Other  actions  were  also  subsequently  entered  for 
pilotage  and  towage,  and  for  mariners'  wages. 

The  ship  was  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  Court, 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof,  together  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  freight,  were  brought  into  the 
registry. 

Judgment  was  suffered  to  pass  by  consent  in  the 
several  actions. 

The  original  ownership  in  the  ship  and  freight 
was  vested  in  T.  H.,  a  merchant,  of  Hull,  and  in 
Lofty,  the  former  master  j  forty-eight  sixty-fourth 


24ih  March. 

Question  as  to 
theappropriation 
of  the  proceeds 
of  a  ship  and 
freight  in  sati»- 
iaction  of  out- 
standing judg- 
ments. 

Assignees  of 
a  bankrupt  ship- 
owner have  a 
pertonaUandi  to 
appear  for  the 
benefit  of  the 
general  estate^ 
and  contest  the 
appropriation  of 
the  proceeds, 
against  the 
assignees  of  the 
freight,  seeking 
to  make  the  ship 
alone  liable  in 
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1845.  parts  or  shares  belonging  to  T.  H,,  and  the  remain- 

24dh  March,  j^^  sixteen  shares  to  the  master. 

^iHo»i^"         Antecedent  to  the  commencement  of  the  pro- 

the  first  in-  cccdings  in  this  Court,  T.  H,  had  become  a  bank- 

**p*rtiet taking  rupt»  and  prior  to  his  bankruptcy  he  had  assigned 

an  assignment  jj^g  interest  in  the  forty-eiffht  shares  of  the  ship  to 

of  a  sbip  or  in  • 

freight  as  se-  Peasc,  a  broker,  of  Hull,  as  security  for  money 

^esuch'se-  advanccd.     He  had  also  assigned  his  interest  in 

suU^u.Jmfy^°  the  freight,  subject  to  certain  conditions,  to  Bumey 

accruing  liens,  qj^^  othcrs,  uudcr  a  deed  of  assignment 

Tiz.  bottomry  *^ 

bonds,  salvage^  Application  was  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  bond- 
''^m  of  a  holder  for  payment  of  his  bond  out  of  the  proceeds 
Ae  Mymrat^of  ^^  *^®  ^^P  ^^^  freight,  and  appearances  were  given 
id*  ^hl^*"-^  for  the  assignees  of  the  freight  under  the  deed  of 
out  of  the  pro-  assignment,  and  for  the  assignees  under  the  bank- 
and  the  fn^ht^  ruptcy  of  T.  H.,  praying  to  be  heard  in  objection. 
'^sl^f*  rin-  ^^  objection  was  made  by  Pease,  and  no  appear- 
cipic  apptied  to    aucc  was  ffiveu  for  Lofty,  the  master. 

claims  under  a  ,-,,  ^.  i»"i  •       -»  t     t     ^ 

judgment  of  the       1  he  qucstiou  wnich  was  raised  regarded  the  ap- 
age"  toi^?^  propriation  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  Court, 
mariners' wages,  jjj  satisfaction  of  the  different  judgments  which  had 
been  obtained. 

The  question  was  argued  by 

Haggard  and  Harding^  for  the  assignees  of  the 
freight. 

Addams  and  Bayford^  for  the  assignees  of  the 
bankrupt. 

Wliite^  for  the  bondholder. 

The  details  of  the  case  and  the  nature  of  the 
objections  are  fully  noticed  and  elaborately  dis- 
cussed in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
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Judgment — Dr.  Lushington.  isis. 

%Uh  March. 


In  this  case  a  bottomry  bond  was  granted  at 
Sincapore  upon  this  ship  and  her  freight,  upon  a 
Toyage  from  that  port  to  the  port  of  London.  The 
bond  was  pronounced  for  in  this  Court,  without 
opposition,  and  the  present  question  arises  upon  the 
appropriation  of  the  several  funds  which  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  Court,  in  satisfaction  of  the  various 
demands  which  have  been  set  up  against  them. 

The  fimds  in  question  consist :  First,  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  ship,  which  has  been  sold  by  order  of 
the  Court,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £2621  9^.  8rf. 
SeconAy,  of  the  freight,  which  has  been  brought 
mto  the  registry,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
£767  10*.  llrf.  Thirdly,  that  portion  of  the 
freight  for  which  bail  has  been  given,  amounting 
to  £311  iQs.  2d.  The  whole  amount  of  the  funds 
in  question  being  £3700  16*.  9d. 

Against  these  fimds  the  following  claims  have 
been  asserted.  First,  the  bondholder's  claim  upon 
the  bottomry  bond,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £1757 
lOs.  9d. ;  secondly,  the  demands  for  pilotage,  tow- 
age, and  wages,  amounting  to  £491  5s.  5d. ;  in 
the  whole  £2248  15^,  7d.  Besides  these,  there  will 
also  be  the  amount  of  the  proctors*  bills  for  costs 
when  taxed.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  ship  alone  exceed  the  whole  amount  of 
these  several  demands.  It  may  possibly  be  necessary 
hereafter  to  consider  whether,  as  regards  the  funds 
for  pajrment,  there  is  any  distinction  between  a 
bottomry  bond  and  the  other  demands  ;  but  I  shall 
postpone  the  consideration  of  such  questions  until 
I  have  brought  under  examination  the  claims 
agamst  the  ship  and  freight,  or  the  proceeds  there- 
of^ which,  in  a  legal  view,  are  one  and  the  same 


The  Dow. 

THOMS. 
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thing ;  remembering  that  I  have  to  determine,  in 
the  first  place,  against  what  funds  these  demands 
shall  be  placed,  and  not  to  whom  any  residue  may 
be  ultimately  paid  out  With  regard  to  the  ship^ 
then,  it  appears  that  she  was  built  at  Stockton,  in 
1837 ;  that  some  time  in  August,  1841,  T.  Hum- 
phreys,  the  elder,  was  the  owner  of  forty-eight  parts 
or  shares,  and  Lofty,  the  master,  was  the  owner 
of  the  remaining  sixteen  shares;  that  T.  Hum- 
phreys and  his  son  carried  on  business  under  the 
firm  of  T,  Humphreys,  the  elder,  and  T,  Hum- 
phreys, the  younger;  but  that  these  forty-eight 
shares  in  the  vessel  were  not  the  property  8f  the 
partnership,  or  of  any  other  firm  in  which  Hum- 
phreys the  elder  was  engaged,  but  were  a  part  of 
his  own  private  estate.  That  the  firm  of  Hum- 
phreys and  Son  had  an  account  with  Pease  and 
Co.,  Bankers,  at  Hull,  who  had  made  advances  to 
them,  and  as  a  security  for  these  advances,  and  also 
for  further  advances  that  might  be  made  to  the 
firm  of  himself  and  son,  and  to  himself  individually, 
or  to  other  firms  in  which  he  was  engaged,  these 
forty-eight  shares  were  assigned  by  Humphreys,  the 
elder,  to  Pease  and  Co.  Thus  matters  remained, 
save,  probably,  with  some  variation  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  debt,  until  June,  1842,  when  Humphreys 
and  Son  became  bankrupts.  At  this  time  there 
was  due  to  Pease  and  Co.  the  sum  of  £14,480. 
Messrs.  M.,  W.,  and  S.  were  appointed  the  as- 
signees of  Humphreys  and  Son,  and  they  are  the 
parties  now  appearing  in  Court,  and  seeking  to 
prevent  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  from  being  made 
the  sole  and  primary  fund  for  the  liquidation  of  all 
these  demands.  No  appearance  has  been  given  for 
Pease  and  Co.,  and  some  doubts  have  been  sug- 
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gested  in  the  argument  as  to  the  right  of  the  as-  i843. 
signees  to  appear  and  make  the  prayer  which  they 
have  made.  The  first  question  then  is,  as  to  the 
right  of  the  assignees  of  Humphreys  and  Son  to 
appear  in  these  proceedings.  Now  an  interest  to 
establish  a  persona  standi  in  judicio  is  not  an 
absolute  right  to  a  given  sum  of  money ;  but  if  a 
person  may  be  injured  by  a  decree  in  a  suit,  he  has 
a  right  to  be  heard  as  against  the  decree ;  although 
it  may  eventually  turn  out  that  he  can  derive  no 
pecuniary  benefit  from  the  result  of  the  suit  itself. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  the  assignees  of  Hum- 
phreys, the  elder,  and  Son,  have  a  sufficient  locus 
standi  to  entitle  them  to  appear  and  protect  the 
portion  of  the  fund  which  regards  the  forty-eight 
shares  of  the  ship  which  originally  belonged  to 
Humphreys,  senior.  Nor  does  it  at  all  follow,  be- 
cause Pease  and  Co.  may  have  an  interest,  and  do 
iKri;  appear  in  the  cause,  that  therefore  the  assignees 
of  Humphreys  and  Son  have  not  an  interest  also. 
That  the  assignees  are  so  entitled  to  appear,  is,  I 
conceive,  most  amply  borne  out  by  the  following 
considerations.  In  the  first  place,  they  have  the 
kgsl  interest,  and  are  entitled  to  the  equity  of 
redemption  in  these  forty-eight  shares,  or  the  sur- 
plus, after  payment  of  the  debt ;  and  it  is  no  an- 
swer to  say  there  will  be  no  surplus,  for  that  is  a 
fiact  only  to  be  ascertained  by  the  final  result. 
Secondly,  Pease  and  Co.  have  proved  their  debt 
against  the  joint  estate  of  Humphreys  and  Son, 
claiming  to  avail  themselves  of  the  security  from 
Humphreys,  senior,  in  liquidation  of  any  balance 
that  may  remain  due  upon  their  debt,  after  receiv- 
ing the  dividends  upon  the  joint  estate  of  the  bank- 
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1848.  rupts,  which  they  are  unquestionably  entitled  to 
tuh  March,  j^^  ^^^  socurity  boing  on  the  separate  estate  of  one 
of  the  partners.  Now,  if  the  dividend  upon  the 
joint  estate,  and  the  produce  of  the  security,  should 
be  more  than  sufficient  to  liquidate  the  debt  of 
Pease  and  Co.,  the  assignees  will  be  entitled  to  the 
surplus  of  such  security.  They  have,  therefore,  a 
beneficial  interest  in  protecting  the  proceeds  of  the 
ship.  It  may  also  be  further  noticed,  that  the 
assignees  would  equally  have  had  an  interest, 
although  somewhat  different  in  its  kind,  if  the 
forty-eight  shares  had  belonged  to  Humphreys  and 
Son,  and  not  to  Humphreys,  senior,  alone ;  for  in 
that  case,  although  Pease  and  Co.  must  have  real- 
ized the  security  before  they  could  have  proved 
against  the  general  and  joint  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupts, yet  the  greater  the  amount  which  the  se- 
curity produced,  the  less  would  have  been  the 
amount  to  be  proved  against  the  joint  estate. 

The  question  which  I  have  thus  far  been  called 
upon  to  determine,  is  of  easy  solution ;  but  those 
which  remain  behind  are  not  so  easily  disposed  of. 
The  next  point  to  be  determined  is  this : — ^What 
was  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  right  vested  in 
Pease  and  Co.,  by  the  assignment  of  the  forty-eight 
shares  in  this  vessel  ?  As  against  Humphreys,  the 
elder,  they  had  a  clear  right,  so  long  as  he  re- 
mained solvent,  to  retain,  or,  if  necessary,  to  sell 
the  security  for  the  liquidation  of  their  debt,  and 
that  free  from  any  demand  afterwards  accruing 
against  the  vessel.  The  ship,  it  is  true,  as  to  third 
parties,  might  be  primarily  liable,  but  if  Hum- 
phreys, senior,  had  continued  solvent,  he  must  have 
made  good  to  Pease  and  Co.  any  demand  against 
the  ship,  though  in  another  shape;  for  he  must 
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have  paid  from  his  own  funds  any  deficiency  in  the 
subseqaent  value  of  the  security  which  might  be 
caused  by  those  after-accruing  demands.  For  in- 
stance :  with  respect  to  the  bond  of  bottomry  in  this 
suit,  if  Humphreys,  senior,  had  never  become  bank- 
rupt, the  proportionate  amount  of  the  bond  would 
have  been  to  be  deducted  from  the  forty-eight 
shares,  and  Pease  and  Co.  would  have  held  these 
shares,  minus  the  extent  of  the  proportionate 
amount  of  the  bond ;  but  Humphreys,  senior,  would 
have  been  bound  to  make  good  the  deficiency,  until 
his  debt  with  Pease  and  Co.  was  extinguished. 
Upon  this  point  no  question  could  have  arisen,  if 
Humphreys,  senior,  had  continued  solvent ;  but  his 
bankruptcy  creates  a  diflSculty. 

It  cannot  for  a  single  moment  be  denied,  that  a 
ship,  in  whosesoever  hands  she  may  be,  or  whoever 
has  an  interest  in  her,  is  liable  to  liens  subsequently 
accruing,  such,  for  example,  as  salvage,  bottomry 
bonds,  and  seamen's  wages.  These  are  liens  upon 
a  ship,  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  term ;  and  those 
persons  who  take  a  vessel  as  a  security;  must  take 
it  subject  to  the  incumbrances  which  the  law  may 
impose  upon  it  for  the  benefit  of  third  parties.  It 
is  not,  indeed,  disputed,  in  the  present  instance, 
that  the  ship  which  forms  the  subject  of  discussion 
in  this  case  must  bear  its  share  of  these  liens,  ex- 
cept, perhaps,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
the  case,  in  the  one  instance  of  the  seamen's  wages ; 
the  question  is,  whether  the  burthen  shall  be  spread 
proportionably  over  the  ship  and  freight.  I  would 
here  observe,  that  the  preceding  observations  apply 
exclusively  to  the  forty-eight  shares  of  the  vessel 
mortgaged  to  Pease  and  Co. ;  the  remaining  sixteen 
so  far  as  it  appears,  belong  to  Lofty,  the 
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184S.        master.     No  appearance  has  been  fidven  on  his  be- 
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half ;  but  the  process  of  the  Court  has  been  served 

thokSl'  upon  the  ship  itself,  and  consequently  he  must  be 
held  to  be  legally  cognizant  of  these  proceedings. 
At  the  same  time,  the  Court  is  bound  to  protect 
his  interest  as  much  as  if  he  were  himself  present, 
or  represented  by  counsel  and  proctor  to  protect 
him.  Haying  made  these  observations  with  regard 
to  the  ship,  I  will  now  advert,  in  the  next  place,  to 
the  freight  With  respect  to  the  freight,  it  is 
claimed  by  virtue  of  an  assignment,  dated  the  12th 
of  May,  1842 ;  and  for  the  sake  of  simplifying  the 
case,  which,  in  many  respects,  is  very  complicated, 
I  will,  in  the  first  instance,  assume  that  the  whole 
freight  is  duly  assigned  to  the  assignees  named  in 
the  deed,  for  debts  incurred  on  account  of  the  ship. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  reference  was  made 
to  the  case  of  the  Percy  (a),  to  which  case  I  will  pre- 
sently advert ;  and  remarks  were  made  upon  the  dif- 
ficulty which  Sir  J.  NichoU  felt  in  allowing  a  mort- 
gagee of  a  ship  to  intervene  (in  a  case  where  a  bond- 
holder was  proceeding  against  the  ship  only,  and 
not  against  the  freight  also).  This  difficulty  has 
not  been  insisted  on  in  the  present  case,  and  very 
properly  so ;  for  seeing  that  the  statute  3  &  4  Vict 
c.  65,  sect.  32,  has  relieved  the  Court  from  all 
obstacles  which  formerly  existed  as  to  the  titles  of 
mortgagees  in  respect  to  the  ship,  I  cannot  but 
think  that  the  same  statute,  which  enables  this 
Court  to  adjudicate  upon  the  claims  of  mortgagees 
against  ships,  virtually  confers  upon  the  Court  the 
same  power  over  the  freights,  or  the  funds  in  Court 
representing  the  freights,  otherwise  it  would  be 

(a)  Haggard's  Admiralty  Reports,  vol.  iii.  p.  402. 
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impossible  for  the  Court  to  determine  a  ques-  isis. 
tkm  of  mortgage  upon  the  net  proceeds  of  the  ^^^  ^- ^— . 
ship  itself.  Assuming,  then,  the  whole  of  the  '^^^r^' 
freight  in  this  case  to  be  duly  assigned  to  the  as* 
s^ees  named  in  the  deed,  is  such  freight  to  be 
exempted  from  all  liability  to  the  payment  of 
this  bond,  at  least  until  the  whole  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  ship  have  been  exhausted  ?  If  so,  on  what 
principle  is  the  ship  to  be  considered  as  the  ex- 
dusive  fund  ?  What  is  the  first  and  great  prin- 
ciple which  ought  to  regulate  all  liability  to  pay  ? 
I  conceive  that  such  liability  must,  in  equity,  be 
governed  by  the  principle,  that  he  who  takes  a 
benefit  should  bear  his  share  of  the  burthen.  In 
the  majority  of  bottomry  transactions,  where  the 
ownership  of  the  freight  and  of  the  ship  are  or- 
dinarily  vested  in  the  same  person,  no  question 
can  arise ;  but  where  these  interests  are  severed, 
the  principle  becomes  applicable.  Both  the  ship 
and  the  freight  are  benefited  by  a  bottomry  trans- 
action ;  and  it  is  essential  to  a  legal  bottomry  bond 
that  it  should  be  so.  Why,  then,  because  the 
freight  is  assigned  to  one  person,  and  the  interest 
in  the  ship  belongs  to  another,  is  the  burthen  to  be 
borne  by  the  ship  alone  ?  Equity  and  justice,  it 
appears  to  me,  forbid  any  such  conclusion.  Having 
thus  far  considered  the  question  upon  principle,  I 
will  now  refer  to  the  authority  of  decided  cases, 
and  see  whether  they  are  opposed  to  the  principle 
which  justice  calls  upon  me  to  apply  in  the  present 
instance.  The  case  cited  in  the  argument  was  the 
case  of  the  Percy ;  and  the  decision  in  that  case 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  entirely  founded  upon 
the  ground  that  the  applicant  was  a  mortgagee. 
True  it  is,   that  general  words  were  used  by  Sir 
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John  NichoU  in  delivering  his  judgment,  withont 
■  qualification,  but  still  I  think  that,  in  fairness,  the 
decision  of  Sir  J.  NichoU  cannot  be  considered  to 
extend  beyond  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and 
the  case  did  not  require  him  to  decide  what  should 
be  done  where  the  ownership  of  the  ship  and  freight 
were  Tested  in  different  persons.     In  that  case,  a 
monition  was  applied  for,  to  bring  in  the  freight  at 
the  instance  of  the  mortgagees  of  the  ship,  the  ship 
having  been  sold,  in  a  cause  of  bottomry ;  but  the 
Court  refused  the  application.     Caveats  were  then 
entered,  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagees,  against  the 
payment  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  to  the  bond- 
holder.    Sir  John  NichoU  was  of  opinion  that  a 
mortgagee  of  a  ship  had  not  such  an  interest  as 
would  entitle  him  to  appear  in  this  Court.     Now, 
I  greatly  doubt  whether  the  principle,  which  go- 
verned the  proceedings  of  this  Court  at  the  time 
when  this  decision  was  made,  were  not  carried  too 
far  in  the  judgment  of  Sir  J.  NichoU.     A  mort- 
gagee, undoubtedly,  at  that  time,  could  not  ini« 
tiate  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;   but 
it  is  quite  a  different  question,  whether  he  could 
not  intervene  to  protect  his  interest  when  a  suit 
was  already  instituted  by  parties  competent  to  do 
so.     Sir  J.  NichoU  said,   "There  is   suflScient  to 
discharge  this  bond  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship* 
The  freight,  it  is  true,  is  part  of  the  bondholdei^s 
security,  but  he  is  not  compellable  to  enforce  it.     I 
am  not  aware  that  this  Court  has  ever  taken  up 
questions  of  this  kind,  as  between  mortgagees  and 
owners ;  if  it  is  bound  to  enter  into  them,  the  mort* 
gagee  should  obtain  an  injunction  to  bar  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  existing  proceeds  to  the  bondholder ; 
but,  unless  the  Court  is  so  stopped,  I  adhere  to  the 
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opinicAi  that  he  is  entitled  to  have  his  hond  and  in* 
teiest  paid  out  of  the  sale  of  the  ship,  and  that  a 
mortgagee  has  no  right  to  impede  the  payment.** 
Now  the  evident  consequence  of  that  judgment,  if 
carried  to  its  full  extent,  would  result  in  this :  that 
^apposing  the  law  of  this  Court,  with  respect  to 
mortgagees,  had  remained  unaltered,  in  no  case 
oould  the  mortgagee  of  a  ship  (and  mortgagees  of 
ships  are  of  every  day  occurrence)  appear  in  a  suit 
to  protect  his  interest.  The  question  is  now  set  at 
rest  hy  the  late  Act  of  Parliament ;  hut  I  am  in- 
cHned  to  think  that,  although  previous  to  the  pass- 
ing of  the  Act  3  &  4  Victoria  a  mortgagee  could 
not  have  initiated  a  suit  in  this  Court,  yet  he 
might  have  intervened  for  the  protection  of  his 
mteresL 

I  will  now  refer  to  another  case,  which  esta- 
blishes a  different  doctrine,  and  it  is  most  probable 
that  at  the  time  Sir  J.  Nicholl  decided  the  case  of 
die  Percy,  he  was  not  apprised  of  a  former  decision 
of  Lord  Stowell.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  case 
rf  the  Percy  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  conclusive 
anthority  against  the  application  of  the  equitable 
principle  which  I  am  now  discussing. 

The  case  to  which  I  am  about  to  refer,  was  decided 
by  Lord  Stowell  in  the  year  1821,  and,  to  the  best 
of  my  belief,  it  has  never  been  reported ;  but  I  was 
myself  counsel  in  the  case,  and  I  have  referred  to 
my  own  notes,  and  to  the  original  papers  in  the 
canse.  The  case  in  question  was  the  case  of  the 
Prince  Regent;  and  it  appears  to  me  to  sustain 
completely  the  principle  which  I  consider  applica- 
Ue  to  the  present  case,  and  it,  moreover,  decided 
some  very  important  questions. 

In  that  case,  the  bond  was  upon  the  ship  and 
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18*8.        cargo  only,  not  mentioning  the  freight.     The  ship 
'  .  and  cargo  were  arrested,  and  the  freight  was  paid 
over  to  other  parties,  before  the  suit  commenced,  at 
the  instance  of  the  bondholder.     The  ship  proved 
insufficient  for  the  discharge  of  the  bond,  but  the 
cargo  was  ample  for  that  purpose.     In  May,  1821, 
Lord  Stowell  decreed  that  the  bondholder  should 
be  paid  the  balance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship, 
wages  deducted,  and  should  be  put  in  possession  of 
the  cargo,  so  far  as  was  necessary  for  the  full  pay- 
ment of  the  bond.     The  owner  of  the  cargo  prayed 
a  monition  against  the  owner  of  the  freight.     Now 
mark  the  extent  to  which  Lord  Stowell  altered  his 
decision.     The  owner  of  the  cargo,  that  is,   the 
owner  of  part  of  the  property  under  hypothecation, 
prayed  a  monition  against  the  owners  of  a  part  of 
the  property  not  specifically  made  liable  by  the 
bond ;  an  act  on  petition  was  brought  in,  and  the 
owners  of  the  freight  rested  their  defence  upon  the 
ground  that  the  freight  was  not  bound,   not  being 
named   in   the   bond,    and  that   it  had  not   been 
arrested  at  the  suit  of  the  bondholder,  as  he  had 
not  proceeded  against  the  freight,  but  against  the 
ship  alone.     Lord  Stowell  required  the  freight  to 
be  brought  in,  and  subsequently  he  pronounced  it 
to  be  subject  to  contribution  in  discharge  of  the 
bond.     The  decree  is  to  this  effect,  as  I  find  it  in- 
dorsed upon  my  brief:  "The  Court  pronounced 
for  the  bond,  with  interest  and  costs,  and  directed 
the  freight  to  be  brought  in  and  to  be  made  subject 
to  average."     Before  I  proceed  to  notice  the  ulti- 
mate  result  of  this  case,  I  will  here  state  how  im- 
portantly it  bears  upon  the  question  I  am  now  con- 
sidering.     In  the  first  place,  it  shows  that  where  a 
bondholder  has  directly,  or  by  intendment,   a  lien 
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on  the  freight  and  cargo,  and  the  property  in  these  i84s. 
18  vested  in  different  owners,  the  owners  of  the  one  -  -  "^-— 
may  have  the  aid  of  this  Court  to  bring  the  other  tLwI' 
mto  contribution,  without  the  bondholder's  move- 
ment or  concurrence ;  secondly,  it  establishes  the 
power  of  this  Court  to  apportion  the  liability  be- 
tween the  two.  Now,  in  the  case  of  the  Prince 
Regent,  a  subsequent  question  was  mooted,  and  in 
June,  1842,  Lord  Stowell  further  decided  that  the 
freight  and  ship  must  be  exhausted  before  recourse 
could  be  had  to  the  cargo ;  but,  in  making  that 
decision,  he  made  no  departure  from  his  formei" 
judgment  in  respect  to  the  ship  and  freight.  Upon 
the  principle  of  justice,  therefore,  and  the  authority 
of  Lord  Stowell,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  in  all  or- 
dinary cases,  (there  may  be  exceptions  under  par- 
ticular circumstances,)  where  the  ship  and  freight 
belong  to  different  persons,  the  demand  of  a  hot- 
tomry  bondholder  should  be  paid  by  both,  pro  rata; 
and  this  rule  I  shall  apply,  as  far  as  I  am  enabled, 
to  the  present  case. 

With  regard  to  the  demands  for  pilotage  and 
wages,  I  see  no  reason  why  the  same  principle 
should  not  apply  in  the  present  instance ;  at  the 
same  time,  I  must  be  understood  as  not  express- 
ing an  opinion  that  it  will  do  so  in  all  cases. 
The  exertions  of  the  pilot  and  seamen  contribute 
equally  to  the  preservation  of  the  ship  and  freight. 
Cases  may  arise  in  which  the  freight  may  have 
been  paid  beforehand,  and  if  so,  that  circumstance 
might  create  a  difference.  There  may  also  be 
other  cases  of  exception,  and  it  is  to  prevent  mis- 
understanding hereafter  that  I  am  desirous  ex-> 
pressly  to  guard  myself  from  being  supposed  to  say 
Aat  the  rule  will  apply  in  all  cases. 
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isis.  I  have  hitherto  considered  the  question,  upon  the 

assumption  that  the  whole  of  the  freight  belongs  to 

taom'  the  assignees  named  in  the  deed  of  the  ISth  of 
May,  1842,  but,  unfortunately,  that  is  not  the  case 
before  the  Court ;  and  hence  have  arisen  the  real 
difficulties  which  I  have  had  to  encounter  in  the 
case.  The  apprehension  of  these  difficulties,  I  con- 
fess, almost  disposed  me,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
apply  the  principle  generally,  without  regard  to  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case,  arising  from 
the  deed  of  May,  1842 ;  but  I  considered,  upon  re- 
flection, that  in  so  doing  I  should  only  have  post- 
poned the  evil  day,  and  that  the  same  difficulty 
would  have  arisen  hereafter,  in  a  more  complicated 
shape,  when  the  balance  of  the  funds  in  Court 
should  be  demanded ;  or  that  I  must  have  retained 
the  funds  till  a  suit  in  equity  had  been  commenced, 
and  judgment  been  delivered  upon  them.  Consider- 
ing it  to  be  my  duty,  if  possible,  to  ward  off  from  the 
parties  interested  this  serious  consequence,  I  will 
now  more  exclusively  address  myself  to  the  deed  of 
1842,  recollecting  that  the  freight  would  be  di- 
visible  amongst  the  owners,  according  to  their 
shares  in  the  vessel,  and  that  Humphreys,  senior, 
was  entitled  to  forty-eight  shares,  and  Lofty,  the 
master,  to  the  remaining  sixteen  shares. 

The  deed  in  question  purports  to  assign  the 
whole  of  the  freight,  but  the  parties  to  it,  besides 
the  assignees,  are  only  Humphreys,  the  elder,  and 
Nichol,  the  broker.  It  has  not,  and  I  think  could 
not  be  contended,  that  Humphreys,  the  elder,  could 
assign  more  than  his  own  forty-eight  shares.  It 
has,  however,  been  urged,  that  Nichol,  the  broker, 
was  the  ship's  broker,  and,  as  such,  was  legally  au« 
thorized  to  pledge  the  whole  freight     For  such  a 
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position,  I  know  of  no  authority.  Surely  it  does 
not  follow  that  a  hroker,  because  he  is  employed  to 
obtain  a  charterparty  for  a  yesscl,  can  assign  the 
freight  to  other  persons,  without  the  consent  of 
those  to  whom  it  legally  belongs.  Such  a  doctrine 
is,  to  me,  wholly  new,  and,  if  admissible,  would  be 
evidently  inconsistent  with  the  protection  of  the  in- 
terests <^  British  ship-owners. 

If  I  was  told  that  this  was  a  mercantile  custom, 
I  might  have  hesitated  in  expressing  an  opinion, 
bot,  as  it  is,  I  cannot  reconcile,  consistently  with  the 
interest  of  ship-owners,  the  doctrine  that  a  ship's 
broker  can  assign  the  freight  of  a  part  owner,  with- 
out his  direct  authority  and  concurrence.     It  has 
been  said,  that  the  deed  may  be  supported  against 
Lcrfty,  the  master  and  part  owner  in  the  present 
bstance,  because  the  assignment  was  made  for  the 
protection  of  Nichol,  who  was  a  creditor  against 
all  the  owners  of  the  vessel  for  money  advanced 
for  the  service  of  liie  ship.     Assume  that  he  was  a 
creditor,  as  suggested.     Would  that  circumstance 
entitle  him  to  assign,  for  his  own  protection,  the 
property  of  one  of  his  debtors,  without  his  consent  ? 
Can  a  personal  creditor  assign  the  property,  be  it 
freight  or  any  thing  else,  of  his  debtor,  without  his 
ooDsent  ?    I  never  heard  of  such  a  proposition,  and 
cannot  believe  it  to  be  correctly  founded.      The 
Tery  terms  of  the  indenture  before  the  Court  in- 
dine  me  to  believe,  that  the  parties  to  the  assign- 
ment were  themselves  cognizant  that  the  whole  of 
the  freight  was  not  legally  assigned  by  the  deed, 
for  at  the  conclusion  of  it  I  find  a  provision  and  a 
covenant  in  the  following  words:   "That  for  the 
considerations   therein   mentioned,    they   the   said 
T.  H.  and  J.  N.  did  bargain,  sell,  assign,  transfer. 
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1S4S. 

2ith  March. 

Tri  Dow. 

THOBrB. 
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184S.        and  make  oyer  unto  the  said  William  Bamee  and 

^uk  March,    q^^^  ^j  ^j^^  freight  and  earnings  of  the  said  ship, 

^MOM*^'     and  all  benefit  of  lien  upon  the  cargo,  and  the 

benefit  of  all  policies  of  insurance,  in  which  the 

said  T.  H.  and  J.  N.  were  interested,  upon  trust,'* 

&c. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  this  is  a  mere  ordinary 
clause.  Be  it  so ;  but,  independent  of  the  clause,  I 
see  no  reason  to  conclude  that  Lofty  was  bound  by 
the  deed  itself. 

For  the  reasons,  then,  to  which  I  have  adverted, 
I  think  that  Lofty's  share  in  the  freight  was  not  duly 
assigned  by  the  deed.  If  this  be  so,  what  did  pass 
to  the  assignees  under  the  deed  of  1842?  The  forty- 
eight  shares  of  the  freight  belonging  to  Humphreys, 
the  elder,  and  these  to  be  applied  according  to  the 
covenants  of  the  deed.  And  hereupon  another  ques- 
tion arises  with  regard  to  the  payment  of  wages  out 
of  the  freight.  The  assignees  under  the  deed  take 
expressly  on  the  condition  of  paying  the  wages,  after 
defraying  the  expense  of  the  deed.  I  have  been 
asked  to  disregard  this  provision  of  the  deed ;  but 
I  cannot  discover  upon  what  reason  I  am  to  do  so. 
How  does  the  case  stand  ?  The  original  title  to 
the  forty-eight  shares  of  the  freight  was  in  Hum- 
phreys, the  elder.  All  that  remains  of  that  right 
not  parted  with  in  the  deed,  is  in  the  assignees 
under  the  bankruptcy  of  Humphreys  and  Son ;  few* 
the  assignees  under  the  deed  can  have  no  further 
right  as  against  the  assignees  imder  the  fiat  than 
they  could  have  had  as  against  Humphreys,  the 
elder,  himself ;  if  he  might  have  required  a  specific 
performance  of  the  stipulations  of  the  deed,  so  may 
the  bankruptcy  assignees,  for  they  now  represent  hinh 
If  Humphreys,  senior,  had  not  become  a  bankrupt,  he 
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might  undoubtedly  have  required  that  the  freight,        isis. 

after  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  deed,  should  

be  applied,  in  the  first  instance,  to  a  liquidation  of  raom ' 
the  wages.  The  same  right  of  enforcing  the  con- 
ditions of  the  deed  is  now  vested  in  the  assignees 
nnder  the  bankruptcy ;  and  I  do  not  see  in  what 
way  the  original  condition  of  the  assignees  under  the 
deed  is  prejudiced  by  this.  They  took  the  freight 
subject  to  a  condition,  viz.,  the  payment  of  the 
wages,  and  also  of  all  liens  which  the  law  might 
subsequently  impose  upon  the  vessel ;  they  will 
now  receive  their  proportion  of  the  freight,  de« 
ducting  their  proportion  of  the  wages,  a  condition 
annexed  to  their  title,  and  of  the  bond  and  wages^ 
which  are  liens  imposed  by  law. 

I  will  now  endeavour  to  state,  as  intelligibly  as 
the  complicated  circumstances  of  the  case  will 
permit,  the  mode  in  which  I  propose  to  deal  with 
the  various  funds  which  are  in  the  possession  of 
the  Court.  The  amount  of  the  bond,  together 
with  the  pilotage  and  wages,  must  be  paid  pro- 
portionably  out  of  the  whole  proceeds  of  the  ship 
and  freight  The  wages,  so  far  as  Humphreys,  the 
elder,  may  be  liable,  must  be  borne  in  substance  by 
the  forty-eight  shares  of  the  freight,  so  as  to  in- 
denmify  the  general  estate  of  Humphreys,  senior^ 
from  any  liability  on  that  account.  Lofty,  the  master^ 
not  being  a  party  to  the  deed,  is  not  entitled  to  be 
benefited  by  it.  The  wages  therefore  must  be  paid, 
in  the  first  instance,  out  of  the  general  proceeds  of 
the  ship  and  freight  proportionably  ;  and  the  forty- 
eight  shares  in  the  hands  of  the  assignees  under  the 
deed,  must  indenmify  the  assignees  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy as  to  his  proportion  of  the  wages.   Lofty  must 
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1 848.        bear  his  proportion  as  the  owner  of  sixteen  shares 

24<A  March.      •       .  ■■         «  •  •%   n     •    t  , 

in  the  ship  and  freight 

THOEpr"'  It  may  now  be  convenient  to  state,  not  as  de- 
livering a  final  judgment  on  the  point,  but  fcnr 
the  purpose  of  affording  information  which  may 
prevent  future  litigation,  what  will  probably  be 
the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  funds.  The  re- 
sidue of  the  forty-eight  shares  of  the  ship  will 
belong  to  Pease  and  Co.,  unless  upon  further  in- 
formation the  Court  shall  be  enabled  to  pay  them 
to  the  assignees  under  the  fiat  of  bankruptcy. 
The  remaining  sixteen  shares  of  the  ship  will 
belong  to  Lofty;  or  if  he  is  become  a  bankrupt, 
as  suggested  by  the  counsel  in  arguing  the  case, 
to  his  assignees.  The  residue  of  the  forty-eight 
shares  in  the  freight  will  be  payable  to  the  as- 
signees under  the  deed  of  1842; — the  residue  of 
the  remaining  sixteen  shares  to  Lofty,  or,  as  the 
case  may  be,  to  his  assignees.  This,  I  apprehend, 
will  be  the  ultimate  working  out  of  the  principle 
which  the  Court  thinks  applicable  to  this  case. 
From  the  difficult  and  complicated  chain  of  circum- 
stances which  I  have  had  to  unravel  in  forming  my 
decision,  it  is  possible  that  I  may  have  erred  in 
some  of  the  details,  or  may  not  have  expressed 
myself  with  sufficient  deamess.  I  shall  therefore 
direct  this  decree  not  to  be  entered  for  one  week, 
in  order  to  give  all  parties  interested  the  oppor- 
tunity  to  consider  it  If  any  party  thinks  the 
decree  unjustly  prejudicial  to  his  interest,  and  shall 
signify  the  same  in  the  registry,  I  will  appoint  a 
day  to  hear  his  objections;  but  I  wish  it  to  be 
distinctly  imderstood,  that  no  objection  to  the  ge- 
neral principle  upon  which  the  liens  upon  the  ship 
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and  freight  have  heen  apportioned,  will  be  open 
to  discussion.  The  objections  must  be  confined 
strictly  to  the  application  of  those  principles  to  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case. 

It  would  have  been  a  great  relief  to  my  mind  if 
I  could  have  confined  my  judgment  to  the  simple 
declaration,  that  the  bond  and  other  liens  should 
be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight 
proportionably ;  but  I  could  not  avoid  seeing  that 
the  result  of  such  a  decision  would  have  been,  that 
I  should  have  relieved  myself  at  the  expense  of  the 
parties  in  the  suit.  Its  efiect  must  have  been 
either  that  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight 
must  have  remained  in  the  registry,  to  await  a 
decision  in  a  suit  in  equity,  or  all  these  questions 
most  have,  been  agitated  upon  motion  to  pay  out 
the  balance  of  the  proceeds.  I  do  not  wish  to 
fn^tall  any  questions  of  the  kind  which  can  arise. 
In  forming  my  opinion,  I  have,  to  the  best  of  my 
abihty,  considered  all  the  points  upon  which  I  have 
pronounced  my  decision ;  and  if  the  parties  are 
dissatisfied  with  it,  they  have  still  open  to  them 
every  remedy  which  they  possess. 

The  costs  of  the  bondholder  must  be  paid  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight : — as  to  the 
other  parties,  I  give  no  costs. 


18i8. 
244h  March. 

TuK  Dow- 
Tuoarx. 


THE  OCEAN.     Martin. 


IdthJpriL 


THIS  was  a  question  of  salvage  under  the  circum-  The  carrying  an 
stances  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,     ^^^ct  to  go 

out  of  harbour, 

For  the  salvors,  Harding.  loavemiwhich 


For  the  owners,  Addams. 


was  in  danger 
and  distress,  held 
to  be  a  salvage 


92  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

i8is.  Per  Curiam. 

'    '   *         A  tender  of  £10  has  been  oflfered  by  the  owners 


The  Ocean. 


of  the  Ocean  for  services  which  are  admitted  to 
S^d^uSi*^'  have  been  rendered  by  the  salvors  in  the  present 
ttaocetofthe  instance,  and  the  question  which  I  have  to  deter- 
mine is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  such  tender  is  a  sufficient  compensation.  The 
facts  of  the  case  are  shortly  these : — On  the  morn- 
ing of  the  15th  of  November,  the  salvors,  consisting 
of  five  men,  including  the  master,  had  been  oc- 
cupied in  the  North  Sea  in  fishing,  but,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  state  of  the  weather,  they  were  com- 
pelled to  give  up  their  employment,  and  were 
making  for  the  shore,  when  they  observed  the  brig 
the  Ocean  apparently  without  canvass  and  in  dis- 
tress. It  is  expressly  averred,  on  behalf  of  the 
salvors,  that,  at  the  time  when  they  were  so  making 
for  the  shore,  they  were  on  the  look  out  to  render 
assistance  to  any  vessel  which  might  happen  to  be 
in  a  state  of  distress ;  and  I  must  say  that  this  aver- 
ment is  highly  probable,  because,  in  the  first  place, 
the  period  of  the  year  in  which  the  transaction 
took  place  appears  to  render  it  likely ;  and  it  is  a 
matter  of  notoriety,  that  fishing  vessels  ofi^  the  coast 
are  alternately,  almost  universally,  employed  in  the 
performance  of  salvage  services.  Observing  the 
Ocean  apparently  in  distress,  the  salvors  imme- 
diately altered  the  course  of  their  vessel,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  her  assistance.  There  is  some  discre- 
pancy in  the  statements  as  to  what  passed  when 
the  vessels  neared  each  other.  On  behalf  of  the 
Ocean,  it  is  stated  that  a  verbal  communication 
was  made  to  the  fishing  smack  by  the  master  of 
the  Ocean ;  but,  on  behalf  of  the  salvors,  it  is 
alleged  that  the  effect  of  that  communication  could 
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not  be  understood  by  the  persons  on  board  the  is^s. 
fishing  smack,  in  consequence  of  the  noise  made  '  ^ 
by  the  sea  and  wind.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
the  statement  of  the  salvors  is  the  correct  state- 
ment,  and  for  this  reason,  viz.,  that  they  proceeded 
to  board  the  Ocean ;  and  it  is  admitted  by  the 
master  of  the  Ocean,  in  his  affidavit,  that  the 
boarding  of  the  vessel  was  not  unattended  with  risk 
and  danger.  He  says  that  the  degree  of  danger 
has  been  exaggerated  by  the  salvors,  but  he  admits 
that  there  was  risk  and  peril  in  the  attempt ;  and 
it  is  not  very  probable  that  if  the  smack's  men  had 
heard  the  communication,  and  there  had  been  no 
necessity  whatever  for  their  encountering  this 
danger,  they  would  volimtarily  and  unnecessarily 
have  exposed  themselves  to  it.  With  respect  to 
what  took  place  when  the  salvors  got  on  board, 
the  respective  statements  are  again  most  conflicting. 
The  master  of  the  Ocean  swears  most  distinctly 
that  he  informed  the  salvors  that  his  vessel  was 
not  in  any  danger,  and  that  he  only  wished  to  have 
her  removed  from  the  situation  in  which  she  then 
was.  This  statement  is  directly  denied  on  the 
other  side ;  and  looking  to  the  probabilities  of  the 
case,  I  must  say  that  the  balance  of  credibility 
again  strongly  inclines  in  favour  of  the  salvors. 
What  is  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  latter  part  of 
the  master  of  the  Ocean's  statement,  that  he  only 
wished  to  have  his  vessel  removed  from  the  place 
in  which  she  then  was  ?  Does  it  not  convey  an 
evident  intimation  on  his  part,  that  although  he 
might  not  perhaps  have  considered  his  vessel  in  a 
situation  of  immediate  danger,  yet  he  did  not  regard 
the  position  in  which  she  was  then  placed  as  a  safe 
(me.  This  is  the  construction  which  I  am  disposed 
to  put  upon  it,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  my  opinion 
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1843.        by  the  order  in  writing,  which  was  subsequentlj 
- — ^  given,  for  a  steamer  to  come  out  to  his  assistance. 

It  is  stated,  indeed,  by  the  master  of  the  Ocean, 
that  when  he  delivered  the  orders  in  writing  into 
the  hands  of  the  salvors,  it  was  accompanied  by  a 
verbal  communication  that  he  should  not  require 
the  assistance  of  the  steamer  in  case  she  did  not 
come  out  immediately,  and  in  case  the  weather 
should  moderate. 

It  is  unfortunate,  I  think,  that  the  written  order 
did  not  embody  this  intimation,  because  it  would 
have  cleared  up  a  great  deal  of  doubt  and  uncer- 
tainty in  this  case.  Before  I  more  immediately 
advert  to  the  written  order  itself,  I  will  here  briefly 
notice  the  account  which  the  master  of  the  Ocean 
gives,  in  his  deposition,  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  written.  He  says  in  his  affidavit  in* 
these  words:  ^^that  he,  the  deponent,  acting 
imder  the  advice  of  the  pilot,  was  apprehensive,  in 
case  of  the  gale  increasing,  that  the  brig  might  not 
be  able  to  ride  it  out  in  her  before-mentioned  posi- 
tion ;"  and  he  then  goes  on  to  state,  ^^  that  he  gave 
the  aforesaid  order  to  the  said  smack's  men  to  send 
out  a  steamer  forthwith,  with  the  express  verbal 
directions  as  aforesaid — ^that  the  same  would  not  be 
required  unless  she  arrived  before  or  during  the 
said  night."  It  is  here  to  be  observed,  that  al«> 
though,  according  to  this  statement,  it  was  at  the 
suggestion  and  advice  of  the  pilot,  that  the  master 
of  the  Ocean  was  apprehensive  that  the  brig  was 
in  danger,  and  that  the  order  was  written,  yet 
the  pilot  himself  makes  no  affidavit,  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion,  either  on  the  one  side  or  on  the 
other.  The  Court  has,  I  think,  reason  to  com- 
plain that  it  has  thus  been  left,  in  the  pres^it 
instance,  without  the  judgment  of  that  individual. 
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upon  whom,  in   a  matter  of  this  description,   it        i84^ 
would  have    been  induced  to  place  considerable     ^^^^  ^^'*^ 
reliance.     I  will  now  refer  to  the  written  order  in    ^"*  ^*^*^''* 
question,  which  has  been  brought  in  as  an  exhibit 
in  the  canse.     It  is  dated  14th  of  November,  1841, 
and  is  in  these  words  : — "  Sir,  Please  to  send,  as 
soon  as  possible,  a  steam-boat  to  tow  me  up   to 
London,  the  vessel  being  disabled  and  in  danger, 
and  I  cannot  work  her."     It  is  addressed  to  the 
Steam  Towing  Company  or  any  other,  and  at  the 
conclusion  of  it  is  written,  ^^  Let  the  bearer  come 
with  the  steamer." 

Now  looking  to  the  terms  in  which  this  order  is 
drawn  up,  it  is  impossible  for  a  single  moment  to 
doabt,  upon  the  £ace  of  the  document  itself,  what 
wiore  the  real  motives  which  induced  the  writer  to 
give  the  order  in  question  to  procure  the  assistance 
of  a  steamer.  It  is,  I  am  bound  to  hold,  a  state^ 
mait  in  plain  and  intelligible  terms,  not  to  be  mis- 
understood, that  either  in  the  apprehension  of  the 
writer,  or  of  the  pilot  who  had  the  charge  of  the 
vessel,  supposing  it  to  have  been  written  at  his 
suggestion,  the  vessel  had  been  disabled,  in  con* 
sequence  of  the  wind  and  weather  to  which  she  had 
been  exposed ;  that  she  was  in  a  state  of  danger, 
and  that  they  were  unable  to  extricate  her  with- 
out the  assistance  which  was  craved  through  the 
laedium  of  this  letter.  With  respect  to  the  qualifi- 
cation,  even  assuming  it  to  be  true  that  the  master 
of  the  Ocean  did  accompany  it  with  a  verbal  di- 
rection that  the  steamer  would  not  be  required 
unless  she  arrived  before  or  during  the  night,  it 
was  evidently  a  qualification  extremely  difficult  to 
be  acted  upon,  because  the  precise  time  when  the 
steamer  could  get  out  of  Ramsgate  Harbour,  or  the 
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1843.  exact  period  at  which  she  might  be  able  to  reach 
— ' — ?  _l_  the  Ocean,  must  have  been  matter  of  great  uncer- 
tainty under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  remaining  facts  of  the  case  may  be  summed 
up  in  a  few  words.  The  salvors  conveyed  the 
order  to  Ramsgate,  and  a  steamer  went  out  to  the 
assistance  of  the  Ocean,  accompanied  by  the  master 
of  the  fishing  smack,  and  on  the  following  morning 
her  services  were  accepted,  and  she  towed  the  ves- 
sel proceeded  against  in  safety  up  to  the  port  of 
London.  It  may  here  also  be  noticed,  as  a  circum- 
stance not  altogether  without  its  bearing  upon  the 
question  at  issue,  that  the  rate  at  which  the  steamer 
was  paid  was  not  that  of  ordinary  towage  payment 
This  is  not  an  unimportant  circumstance,  as  show- 
ing that  the  vessel  at  that  time  was  in  such  a  state 
and  condition  that  more  than  the  ordinary  rate  of 
towage  could  be  justifiably  demanded  by  the  owners 
of  the  steam  vessel,  and  was  paid  by  the  owners  of 
the  Ocean. 

With  regard  to  the  absence  of  the  protest,  I 
place  no  reliance  upon  it  in  the  present  instance ; 
because  this  is  not  a  case  in  which  great  damage 
was  done  to  the  vessel,  or  in  which  it  was  particu- 
larly necessary  to  make  a  protest,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  good  a  claim  upon  the  underwriters. 
The  value  of  the  ship,  cargo,  and  freight  is 
£10,500,  and  although  I  do  not  think  that  the 
value  can  be  said  to  form  an  important  ingredient 
for  consideration,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  yet  I  do  not  think  it  is  altogether  to  be  left 
out  of  my  estimate.  I  think  that  the  salvors  are 
entitled  to  be  remunerated — 

1st.  For  their  readiness  during  stormy  weather 
to  render  assistance  to  ships  in  distress. 


The  Ocean. 
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2ndlv.  For  the  peril  which  they  encountered  in        is^s. 
boarding  this  vessel.  ''''^''^• 

Srdly.  For  the  actual  service  rendered  in  con- 
veying the  message  to  the  port  of  Ramsgate,  and  in 
the  master  returning  as  he  did  with  the  steamer, 
and  accompanying  the  vessel  to  London.  It  is 
desirable  that  the  salvors  should  be  well  paid  for 
their  services,  and  I  shall  overrule  the  tender,  and 
decree  them  the  sum  of  £40,  for  the  general  en- 
couragement  of  similar  efforts. 


THE  FLORIDA.     Proven9a.  28ihjjmi, 


TN  this  case,  the  Portuguese  schooner  the  Florida  An  attachment 
was  seized  and  taken,  with  a  cargo  of  283  slaves  couTdTr^"^ 
on  board,  by  her  Maiesty's  briff  of  war  Harpy  and  agwnstabngof 

•11        XI         X      n V.  ^  1  .  war*8  agent,  re- 

carried  to  the  Island  of  Grenada,  where,  m  conse-  siding  in  the 
quence  of  the  vessel  being  unseaworthy,  the  slaves  nX  for  nolT 
were  landed  and   delivered  over   to  the  collector  JJ'S^cLmmta! 
and  controller  of  Her  Majesty's   customs  at  that  sion  Court,  at 
island.     The  vessel  was  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  amounting  to  £318  65.,  were  paid  to  P.  G.,  L'dT^by""; 
the  agent  appointed  to  act  for  the  captors  at  that  I5Je"^°"t'^'o7" 

island.  Admiralty. 

Proceedings  were  subsequently  instituted  by  the 
captors  in  the  mixed  Commission  Court  at  Sierra 
Leone,  and  on  the  21st  of  November,  1839,  llie 
schooner,  her  tackle,  &c.,  were  condemned  to  the 
captors.  Applications  were  subsequently  jnade  to 
P.  G.  to  remit  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel 
to  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  distribution,  but 
without  effect. 

VOL.  II.  H 
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18iS. 
2Sth  April, 

The  Flouoa. 


Upon  the  9th  of  July,  1841,  a  monition  was  decreed 
to  issue  against  J.  P.,  for  payment  of  the  proceeds 
into  the  registry  of  the  mixed  Commission  Court 
within  sixty  days  after  service  thereof.  The  moni- 
tion was  returned  duly  executed,  and  an  affidayil 
was  brought  in  sworn  by  the  registrar  of  the  mixed 
Commission  Court,  stating  that  he  had  examined 
the  records  of  the  mixed  Commission  Court,  since 
the  date  of  the  decree  of  condemnation,  to  the  27tl] 
of  February,  1843,  and  that  neither  the  said  sum 
of  £318  6^.,  nor  any  part  thereof,  had  up  to  thai 
time  been  paid  into  the  registry  of  that  Court. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Court  was  now 
moved  to  decree  an  attachment  for  contempt  ol 
Court  to  issue  against  the  said  P.  G. 

Attachment  decreed. 


itm  April. 

Question  of 
practice  as  to 
]deadiiig. 

Objections  to 
the  admission  of 
a  reply  in  a 
cause  of  damage^ 
upon  the  ground 
of  redundancy 
and  irrelevancy, 
overruled. 

Semble:  where 
the  parties  suing 
are  foreigners, 
the  Court  will 
be  more  indulg- 
ent in  overlook- 
ing mere  tech- 
nical defects  in 
the  conduct  of 
the  proceedings 
than  in  the  case 
of  a  British 


THE  ANNE  AND  JANE.     Boyce. 

TN  this  case,  which  was  a  case  of  damage  by  col- 
lision, an  act  on  petition  and  an  answer  had 
been  admitted  in  the  cause.  A  reply  was  now 
brought  in,  and  the  admissioli  of  this  reply  was 
opposed. 

In  support  of  the  objection — 

Addams  and  Robinson  submitted :  That  it  was 
incumbent  upon  the  party  proceeding  in  a  cause 
to  state  his  case  in  the  first  instance,  and  it  was  not 
competent  to  him  to  lie  by  and  plead,  in  subsequent 
pleas,  facts  that  must  have  been  within  his  know- 
ledge when  the  original  plea  was  given  in.     That 
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some  portion  of  the  plea  now  offered  was  open  to        i8i3. 
objection  upon  this  ground.     That  other  parts  of  — ^'     '^l 
the  plea  were  a  mere  repetition  of  matters  pleaded    *"^  j^n^  ^^° 
in  the  original  act ;  and  lastly,  that  the  reason  as- 
signed, in  the  conclusion  of  the  reply,  for  the  delay 
which  had  intervened  in  the  institution  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, was  no  excuse  at  all,  inasmuch  that  the 
owners  of  the  Jeune  Flavie,  though  foreigners,  by 
resorting,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  assistance  and 
advice  of  practitioners  of  the  Court,  might  have 
been  informed,  at  a  much  earlier  period,  of  the 
legal  mode  of  obtaining  their  redress. 


Phillimore  and  Harding^  contra- 

That  as  regarded  the  practice  of  the  Court,  the 
objections  which  had  been  taken  were  somewhat 
unusual  and  irregular,  and  were  calculated  to  pro- 
duce great  inconvenience,  by  causing  an  increase 
of  delay  and  expense  to  the  suitors.  That  the 
statement  in  the  conclusion  of  the  reply  was  a  suf- 
ficient justification  of  the  delay  which  had  taken 
place  in  commencing  the  proceedings.  That  al- 
though some  of  the  averments  might  possibly  have 
been  set  forth  more  conveniently  in  the  original 
act  on  petition,  in  deciding  their  admissibility,  the 
Court  must  consider  them  in  conjunction  with  the 
fact,  that  the  owners  and  crew  of  the  vessel  which 
had  been  run  down  were  foreigners,  residing  abroad, 
and,  upon  this  ground,  were  entitled  to  a  more 
&voarable  indulgence  from  the  Court  than  might 
be  allowed  in  the  case  of  an  English  suitor.  Lastly, 
that  even  if  defective  in  some  technical  details,  the 
contents  of  the  plea  were  properly  admissible,  as 
in  substance  replying,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 

n  2 
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184S.        to  the  answers  of  the   owners  of  the  Anne  and 

28/A  jifml.         T  i<    N 

Jane  (a). 


The  Anne  and 
Jane. 


(a)  The  several  pleas  in  the  cause  are  here  subjoined  in  i 
note. 

Substance  of  act  on  petition. 

That  on  the  15th  of  April,  1841,  the  sloop  Jeune  Plavie,  o 
forty-two  tons  burthen,  sailed  from  Shields,  laden  with  a  carg< 
of  coals,  and  bound  for  Dunkirk,  in  the  kingdom  of  France 
That  she  proceeded  on  her  voyage,  without  any  thing  occur- 
ring, until  the  morning  of  the  18th  of  April,  when  she  arrivet 
within  four  or  five  miles  of  Flamborough  Head,  to  the  north- 
ward. That  at  half-past  two  of  the  said  morning,  the  wind  being 
w.s.w.,  and  the  night  very  dark,  the  sloop  steering  s.  by  e.  oi 
the  starboard  tack,  the  master  and  others  of  the  crew  wh( 
were  on  deck  at  the  time  keeping  a  good  look-out,  observed  i 
ship  (viz.,  the  schooner  Anne  and  Jane)  at  a  short  distance 
coming  down  upon  them  with  the  wind  free,  and  studding- 
sails  set ;  that  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Jeune  Flavie  imme< 
diately  hailed  the  said  schooner  to  put  her  helm  astarboard,  ir 
order  to  avoid  them,  but,  instead  of  doing  so,  the  helm  wai 
ported,  and  the  schooner,  in  consequence  thereof,  struck  th< 
sloop  amidships  with  such  violence  that  in  less  than  six  minutes 
she  sunk.  That  the  master  of  the  sloop,  a  passenger  who  wai 
on  board,  and  all  the  crew,  with  the  exception  of  the  mate 
who  went  down  with  the  sloop  and  was  drowned,  got  on  board 
the  Anne  and  Jane,  and  went  in  her  to  Scarborough ;  and  G 
alleged,  that  at  the  time  when  the  said  Jeune  Flavie  was  ruE 
down  as  aforesaid,  her  mainsail  was  lowered  for  the  purpose  oi 
reefing  it,  and  it  was  impossible  for  the  master  to  have  adopted 
any  measures  in  order  to  avoid  the  collision.  That  the  schoonei 
Anne  and  Jane,  having  the  wind  free,  might  easily  have  avoided 
the  sloop,  and  it  was  her  duty  to  have  kept  a  good  look-out, 
and  have  gone  clear  of  the  said  sloop.  That  the  loss  of  the 
said  sloop  and  of  the  effects  on  board  was  entirely  owing  to 
the  want  of  skill  and  seamanship  of  the  master  and  crew  of  the 
schooner  Anne  and  Jane,  and  not  to  any  neglect  or  misconduct 
of  her  own  master  and  crew.     Wherefore  G.  prayed,  &c.,  &c. 

Substance  of  the  answer  of  the  Anne  and  Jane. 
That  on  the  15th  of  April,  1841,  the  said  schooner,  of  sixty- 
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Per  Curiam.  \s\s. 

It  has  been  observed  by  the  counsel  who  have  — i_^!Ll_ 
supported  the  admission  of  this  plea,  that  the  course     ^'jank!^**** 

eight  tons  burthen,  and  with  a  crew  of  ?iv%  hands,  the  master 
inclusive,  sailed  in  ballast  for  the  port  of  London  to  Scar- 
borough. That  by  half-past  two,  a.m.,  of  the  18th  of  the  said 
month  of  April,  the  said  schooner  was  to  the  northward  of,  hav- 
ing previously  rounded,  Flamborough  Head,  and  was  sailing 
close-hauled  on  the  larboard  tack,  with  the  wind  neither  from 
thew.s.w.  nor  free,  as  untruly  alleged,  but  from  the  w.,  as  it  had 
been  from  ten  o'clock  p.m.  of  the  preceding  day.  That  the  morn- 
ing was  dark  and  rainy,  and  the  schooner's  course  cut  Scar- 
borough N.N.w.  half  w.  That  at  such  time,  the  master  and  two 
of  the  crew  of  the  Anne  and  Jane,  being  on  the  deck,  and  keeping 
a  good  look-out,  saw  the  sloop  Jeune  Flavie,  the  vessel  proceed- 
ing in  the  cause,  directly  ahead,  approaching,  and  then  almost 
close  to  the  schooner  on  the  starboard  tack,  whereupon  the 
said  master,  supposing  the  sloop  would  keep  her  wind,  as  it 
was  her  duty  to  have  done,  immediately  directed  the  man  at 
the  helm  to  put  the  schooner's  helm  aweather,  which  he  imme- 
diately did,  when  the  schooner,  answering  her  helm,  flew  off 
three  points.  That  the  master  also,  at  the  same  time,  hailed 
the  sloop  to  keep  her  luff,  but  that  those  on  board  her  put  her 
belm  up,  and  a  collision  instantly  ensued  by  reason  thereof, 
the  schooner  striking  the  sloop  on  her  starboard  side  before  the 
mast,  within  not  more  than  two  minutes  from  the  time  of  her 
being  first  seen  from  the  schooner's  deck.  That  the  master  and 
crew  of  the  schooner,  finding  that  she  was  sinking,  used  their 
utmost  exertions,  and  successfully,  with  one  exception,  to  save 
the  master  and  crew  of  the  sloop,  which  shortly  afterwards 
sunk.  That  about  five,  a.m.,  of  the  same  day,  a  pilot  took 
charge  of  the  said  schooner,  and  brought  her  into  Scarborough 
Harbour,  when  it  was  found  necessary  to  caulk  and  otherwise 
repair  her,  in  consequence  of  the  damage  she  had  sustained ; 
and  B.  denied  that  the  schooner  had  her  studding-sails  set, 
either  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  or  at  any  time  between  then 
and  11  P.M.  of  the  preceding  day.  He  also  denied  that  the 
master  and  crew  of  the  sloop,  at  any  time,  hailed  the  schooner 
to  put  her  helm  as  tar  board,  or  that  a  good  look-out  was  kept 
on  board  the  sloop ;  part  of  the  crew,  to  wit,  two  men,  being  in 
a  state  of  intoxication  at  the  time,  and  there  being  only  one 
man  and  two  boys  on  deck.     And  B.  further  alleged,  that  the 
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1843.        which  has  been  adopted  in  taking  these  ofajectioiis 
—  is  a  novel  mode  of  proceeding,  and  one  that  is  irre- 

Ths  Anne  amd 

Jahk.  sloop,  being  a  fore  and  aft  rigged  vessel,  was  sailing  with  the 

wind  free,  and  had  her  mainsail  set,  and  not  lowered,  as  falsely 
allied.  That  the  whole  blame  of  the  collision  was  imputable 
to  the  persons  on  board  the  sloop.     Wherefore,  &c. 

Substance  of  the  reply ,  the  plea  in  question  in  the  case. 
That  at  the  time  of  the  aforesaid  collision,  the  shock  was  so 
great  that  the  crew  belonging  to  the  said  sloop  Jeune  Flavie 
had  only  time  to  save  themselves  in  the  rigging  of  the  said 
schooner  Anne  and  Jane ;  and  said  G.  denied  that  there  was 
a  good  look-out  kept  on  board  the  schooner,  for  that,  if  such 
had  been  the  case,  the  accident  could  not  have  occurred.  That 
at  the  time  of  said  collision  there  was  only  one  person  on  the 
deck  of  the  schooner,  to  wit,  a  boy,  who  was  at  the  helm  ;  that 
the  whole  of  the  crew  were  below,  who,  upon  the  said  collision 
taking  place,  ran  upon  deck  without  their  clothes,  and  having 
lowered  the  sails,  applied  themselves  to  the  boat  which  was  on 
deck,  for  the  purpose  of  lowering  the  same,  in  order  to  save 
themselves,  without  endeavouring  to  render  any  assistance  to 
the  crew  of  the  Jeune  Flavie ;  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  was  be- 
cause no  aid  of  any  description  was  afforded  to  them  that  the 
mate  Alinniboo,  who  had  succeeded  in  laying  hold  of  the  bow- 
sprit, was  drowned  when  the  bowsprit  broke  under  his  weight ; 
and  said  G.  further  alleged,  that  at  the  time  of  the  said  colli- 
sion the  whole  crew  belonging  to  the  sloop  were  on  deck,  and 
occupied  in  reefing  the  mainsail,  which  was  then  lowered  ;  that 
they  had  a  lighted  lantern,  and  a  man  at  the  head  on  the  look- 
out ;  and  said  G.  further  denied  that  the  wind  was  westerly  at 
half-past  two,  a.m.,  of  the  18th  of  April.  On  the  contrary, 
he  alleged  that,  about  half-past  two  of  the  said  day,  the  wind 
veered  to  the  w^s.w.,  and  remained  in  that  quarter  until  after 
the  collision ;  and  the  said  G.  positively  denied  that,  at  the  time 
when  the  accident  took  place,  any  of  the  crew  of  the  said  sloop 
were  in  a  state  of  intoxication,  or  were  below,  as  alleged,  but 
were  at  such  time  upon  deck  busily  employed  in  reefing  the 
mainsail,  and  on  the  look-out,  as  before  alleged,  and  one  of  the 
crew  rendered  every  assistance  in  his  power  to  prevent  the 
mate  from  being  drowned ;  and  G.  denied  that  the  helm  of  the 
said  sloop  was  ever  put  up  or  in  any  way  shifted,  from  the  time 
the  schooner  was  first  seen  until  the  happening  of  the  collision; 
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gular  and  inconvenient  as  regards  the  general  prac-        i843. 

tice  of  the  Court     This  observation  is  perfectly  — ^ — 

true,  so  far  as  respects  the  usual  mode  of  conduct-  "^uvl  ^^'^ 
ing  proceedings  in  this  Court ;  at  the  same  time,  it 
is  equally  true,  that  it  is  competent  to  parties  in  a 
suit  to  take  such  objections.  In  the  case  of  the 
Ville  de  Varsovie,  an  objection  of  the  same  kind 
was  taken,  not  to  the  whole  of  an  act  on  petition, 
but  only  to  a  part.  In  the  argument  at  the  bar, 
the  same  observation  was  made  which  has  been 
pressed  in  the  present  instance,  viz.,  that  the  rais- 
ing the  objection  was  an  entirely  novel  proceed- 
ing, but  Lord  Stowell  overruled  it,  and  determined 
Aat  he  was  bound  to  entertain  the  objection,  if  it 
was  well  founded.  Upon  a  perusal  of  the  papers. 
Lord  Stowell  thought  that  the  objection  was  well 
founded,  and  directed  the  exceptionable  parts  to  be 
expunged.  Upon  the  authority  of  Lord  Stowell's 
decision,  then,  it  is  clear  that  the  parties  in  this 
suit,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  are  entitled  to 
raise  objections  to  the  adverse  pleadings,  if  they 
shall  think  it  expedient  to  do  so.  At  the  same 
time,  I  entirely  accede  to  the  observation,   that  it 

and  he  lastly  alleged  that  proceedings  would  have  commenced 
at  a  much  earlier  period  against  the  said  schooner  Anne  and 
Jane,  had  not  the  owner  of  the  sloop  first  endeavoured  by  re- 
peated application  to  J.  M.,  the  owner  of  the  schooner,  to 
obtam  compensation^  and  when  these  endeavours  were  without 
effect,  he,  being  a  foreigner  and  ignorant  of  the  proper  mode 
of  obtaining  redress,  subsequently  made  application  to  Lord 
Palmerston  and  to  Monsieur  Guizot,  the  Minister  for  Foreign 
Affairs  in  France,  upon  the  subject  of  his  loss,  and  that  it  was 
not  until  they  both  declined  to  interfere  in  his  behalf  that  he 
discovered  the  proper  mode  of  obtaining  redress  was  to  cause 
the  said  schooner  to  be  arrested  by  process  from  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  in  order  to  answer  for  the  damage  sustained.  Where- 
fofe,  &c.  &c. 
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1843.  would  be  most  inconvenient  to  the  practice  of  the 
— i — ^-—1—  Court  if  such  objections  were  raised  upon  ordinary 
""jaTj^^"^  occasions,  or  upon  slight  grounds,  because  it  would 
necessarily  lead  to  delay,  and  an  increase  of  ex- 
pense to  the  suitors. 

The  question,  then,  which  I  have  to  determine 
is,  whether,  upon  a  consideration  of  its  contents, 
this  plea  is  so  perfectly  objectionable,  either  in  sub- 
stance or  in  form,  that  it  must  be  altogether  re- 
jected ;  or  whether  certain  portions  of  it  are  so  ex- 
ceptionable that  the  Court  must  direct  them  to  be 
either  amended  or  expunged. 

Now,  in  all  these  cases,  it  is  most  desirable  that 
the  whole  case  of  the  parties  proceeding  should  be 
fully  stated  in  the  first  instance.  It  may  occasion- 
ally happen  that  difficulty  will  arise  in  attempting 
to  decide  what  is  strictly  in  the  nature  of  a  reply, 
and  what  ought  to  have  been  stated  in  the  first 
instance.  It  may,  however,  be  laid  down  as  a 
general  rule  for  the  guidance  of  practitioners,  that 
whatever  is  pleaded  in  the  nature  of  a  reply  must 
be  either  in  contradiction  of  what  is  alleged  in 
the  answer  or  explanatory  of  averments  in  the  de- 
fence, or  else  necessary  to  corroborate  the  original 
statements  in  the  cause.  Applying  this  rule  to 
the  contents  of  the  plea  now  brought  in,  I  certainly 
am  of  opinion  that,  in  strictness,  there  are  facts 
stated  in.  it  which  ought,  if  stated  at  all,  to  have 
been  set  forth  in  the  original  act  on  petition.  I 
now  allude  to  the  averments  that  have  been  pointed 
out  by  the  counsel  for  the  owners  of  the  Anne  and 
Jane  respecting  the  absence  of  the  crew  of  that 
vessel  from  on  deck  at  the  time  of  the  collision, 
and  their  refusal  to  lend  their  assistance  to  the 
mate,  Minniboo,  who  had  succeeded  in  lavinir  hold 
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of  their  bowsprit,  and  was  drowned,  as  it  is  alleged,      ^  ^843. 

1  1         1  •       1        1  1  .  1        /.  28lhjipriL 

when  the  bowsprit  broke,   because  no  aid  of  any  - — 

J  .        .  /r.        1       1       1  rm  ^"*  AnNK  AMD 

description  was  afforded  by  them.  These  aver-  Jank. 
ffients,  if  pleaded  at  all,  should,  I  think,  have  been 
pleaded  in  the  act  on  petition ;  and  I  further  con- 
cur in  the  remark  which  was  thrown  out  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Anne  and  Jane,  that  the  averments 
in  question  are  not,  correctly  speaking,  matters  of 
reply  at  all ;  not  being  called  for  by  any  thing  which 
has  been  stated  in  the  answer.  With  regard  to 
other  portions  of  this  plea,  I  am  also  of  opinion 
that  some  of  the  facts  pleaded  do,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  savour  of  repetition.  I  allude  to  the  quarter 
in  which  the  wind  was  blowing,  and  more  parti- 
cularly to  the  fact  that  the  mainsail  of  the  Jeune 
Havie  was  lowered  upon  the  deck,  and  that  the 
crew  were  employed  in  reefing  the  sail  at  the  time 
the  accident  took  place.  This  averment  is  di- 
rectly and  distinctly  set  forth  in  the  original  act, 
and  is  pleaded  twice  over  in  this  reply.  Surely 
this  repetition  might  have  been  avoided.  With 
respect  to  the  concluding  averment,  that  the  owner 
of  the  Jeune  Flavie  made  the  application  as  stated 
to  Lord  Palmerston  and  the  French  Minister  for 
Foreign  Affairs,  before  commencing  his  proceed- 
ings in  this  Court,  I  certainly  do  not  see  in  what 
way  this  statement  has  any  relevancy  to  the  issue 
in  the  present  suit.  Even  assuming  it  to  be  ad- 
missible, I  do  not  foresee  any  benefit  which  the 
party  pleading  it  can  derive  from  its  admission. 
Having  made  these  observations  upon  the  parts  of 
the  plea  which  have  been  objected  to,  I  must  here 
notice  that  there  are  other  parts  of  the  plea  to  which 
no  objection  whatever  is  taken.  The  question, 
therefore,  is  not  whether  I  ought  to  reject  the  whole 
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i8is.  of  this  reply — ^for  that  I  cannot  do — ^but  whether 
2sthjpru.  J  Qught  iQ  direct  it  to  be  reformed  by  striking  out 
"^/i«!  ^""  those  parts  which  ought  to  have  been  inserted  in  the 
original  act,  and  those  portions  which  are  super- 
fluous or  irrelevant  If  this  had  been  a  proceeding 
by  a  British  owner,  I  should  have  viewed  the  objec- 
tions which  have  been  taken  with  more  favour  than 
I  am  disposed  to  entertain  towards  them  in  the  pre- 
sent instance.  In  the  case  of  a  British  suitor,  the 
Court  would  be  warranted  in  holding  him  more 
strictly  to  the  observance  of  the  technical  forms  of 
its  proceedings,  because  he  would  be  more  com- 
petent to  form  an  opinion  of  what  ought  to  be 
done,  and  would  have  better  means  of  acquiring 
the  necessary  information.  With  regard  to  a 
foreigner,  I  think  he  is  entitled  to  greater  indulg- 
ence. Looking,  then,  at  the  whole  of  this  re- 
ply, and  thinking,  as  I  do,  that  there  are  some 
parts  which  are  not  strictly  relevant,  some  parts 
which  are  manifestly  superfluous,  and  some  which 
certainly  ought  to  have  been  pleaded  in  the  original 
act  on  petition,  yet  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
the  case  of  a  foreigner,  I  conceive  that  it  will  be 
more  conducive  to  the  flnal  attainment  of  justice 
in  the  cause  if  I  admit  the  plea  in  its  present 
form.  I  therefore  decline  to  make  any  order  for 
its  reformation,  and  of  course  it  must  be  understood 
that  if  more  expense  is  incurred,  and  it  shall  turn 
out  that  the  foreigner  has  made  a  complaint  which 
he  is  not  able  to  substantiate,  the  increased  costs 
will  fall  upon  him. 

i8<A  jwy.         Upon  the  13th  of  July,  1843,    this   cause  was 
argued  upon  the  merits  before  Trinity  Masters. 
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Per  Ouriam.  isis. 

G^idemen — It  is  to  be  lamented  that  the  pre-  ^' 


actkm  was  not  brought  until  twenty  months    ""jaw^^"" 
the  time  when  the  collision  occurred;  but  case  beard  upon 
allowance  must  be  made  on  account  of  the  xri^M^^ 
prties  proceeding  being  foreigners,  and  upon  the  and  d^ap  pro- 
present  occasion  it  fortunately  happens  that  a  pro- 
test was  made  by  the  master  of  the  Jeune  Flavie 
immediately  after  the  collision,  and   there   is  no 
discrepancy  of  any  importance  between  the  con- 
tents of  that  protest  and  the  subsequent  affidavits. 
In  the  course  of  the  argument,  observations  were 
thrown  out  respecting  the  amount  for  which  the 
action  has  been  entered ;  but,  as  I  have  observed 
in  previous  cases  of  this  kind,  these  observations 
can  have  no  bearing  upon  the  point  which  you  will 
ktve  to  decide,  because  the  amount  of  the  damage, 
if  disputed,  must  be  matter  of  future  reference  to 
die  registrar  and  merchants,  and  must  be  deter- 
nined  by  the  rules  and  principles  which  are  pecu- 
liar to  such  a  form  of  inquiry.    The  decision  which 
lou  will  have  to  pronounce  will  be  confined  simply 
to  the   conduct  of  the  vessel  proceeded   against. 
With  respect  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  you  will 
observe  that  the  statements  of  both  parties  in  the 
caose  are  in  many  respects  the  same.     There  is  no 
difference  with  respect  to  the  place  where  the  colli- 
sion occurred.    There  is  also  no  diflference  as  to  the 
darkness  of  the  night,  and  that  the  French  vessel 
was  proceeding  from  north  to  south,  and  the  course 
rf  the  Anne   and  Jane  was   towards   the  north. 
There  is,  indeed,  a  difference  between  the  two  par- 
ties as  to  the  quarter  from  which  the  wind  blew. 
On  the  part  of  the  Jeune  Flavie  it  is  stated  as 
W.S.W.,  the  sloop  steering  s.  by  e.,  and  on  the  star- 
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18+s.         board  tack,  whereas  the  owners  of  the  Anne  and 

"  —  Jane  say  that  it  was  blowing  from  the  west.     There 

"^Jane!^^  is  also  a  still  more  important  difference,  so  far  as  I 
can  comprehend  it,  as  to  the  measures  adopted  l^ 
the  masters  of  the  two  vessels.  The  persons  on 
board  the  Anne  and  Jane  say  that  when  the  Jeune 
Flavie  was  first  discovered,  they  ported  their  helm, 
and  immediately  flew  off  three  points,  and  that  the 
collision  took  place  in  consequence  of  the  Jeune 
Flavie  having  also  altered  her  course.  This  state- 
ment is  contradicted  by  the  Jeune  Flavie,  and  it  is 
directly  averred  that  they  starboarded  the  helm, 
and  that  her  course  was  never  altered  in  the 
slightest  degree.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that 
the  main  facts  which  you  will  have  to  determine 
is,  first,  from  what  quarter  you  believe  that  the 
wind  was  blowing  at  the  time  of  the  collision ;  and 
secondly,  whether  the  measure  of  putting  the  helm 
to  port,  and  going  off  three  points,  was  a  proper 
measure  to  have  been  adopted  on  the  part  of  the 
Anne  and  Jane.  If  it  were  proper,  the  Anne  and 
Jane  would  not  be  responsible  for  the  damage ;  i^ 
on  the  other  hand,  the  measure  was  erroneous  in 
point  of  seamanship,  she  would  in  that  case  be 
responsible.  With  regard  to  the  alleged  intoxica- 
tion of  the  crew  of  the  Jeune  Flavie,  the  charge  in 
question  must,  I  think,  be  altogether  dismissed 
from  consideration  ;  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  there  is  nothing  to  show  improper  conduct, 
arising  from  any  such  cause,  on  the  part  of  the 
crew  of  the  Jeune  Flavie.  I  do  not  think  it  ne- 
cessary to  trouble  you  with  any  other  part  of  the 
case.  You  will  have  the  kindness  to  consider  the 
points  to  which  1  have  direicted  your  attention,  and 
give  me  the  benefit  of  your  opinion  with  reference 
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to  this  collision,  which  was  attended  with  the  me-        isis. 
kocholy  loss,  not  only  of  the  vessel  proceeding  in  ^' 


the  cause,  but,  what  is  more  important,  the  loss  of    ^^j^^m.^^^ 

a  human  being,  as  to  whether  the  conduct  of  the 

Amie  and  Jane  was  that  which  ought  to  have  been 

pursued  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 

also  whether  any  blame  was   attributable  to  the 

other  vessel. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  the 
fact  of  the  Anne  and  Jane  going  off  three  points, 
as  soon  as  her  helm  was  put  up,  proved  that  she 
was  going  free  at  the  time  ;  that  the  sloop  was  on 
the  starboard  tack,  and  all  the  men  on  deck,  be- 
cause they  had  recently  reefed  the  mainsail.  They 
were  also  of  opinion,  that  if  the  schooner  had  kept 
her  course,  the  collision  would  not  have  occurred ; 
that  the  damage  was  occasioned  by  her  so  altering 
her  course,  and  that  no  blame  was  imputable  to  the 
Jeune  Flavie. 

Damage  pronoimced  for,  with  costs. 


HIGHLANDER.     Rendles.  sm  3%. 

Motion. 

I^HE  affidavit  to  lead  the  motion  in  this  case  set  a  mortgagee  is 

forth  that,  "  By  indenture  bearing  date,  9th  a^e^a vessel 

ofOctobcr,  1840,  A.  S.,  the  lawful  owner  of  the  oyeSb^inT'b'di 

ship,  assigned  to  W.  R.  S2-64th  parts  of  the  said  ^°'  *»«'  *jf«  '«- 

,  ,.  .    1         i.         1  .  turn  to  this 

vessel,  subject  to  a  right  of  redemption  upon  pay-  country. 

ment  of  the  sum  of  £555j  with  lawful  interest ;  and  behalf  of  amort- 

also  with  a  power  to  the  said  W.   R.  to  sell  and  ^rou'^u" 

dispose  of  the  said  32-64th  parts  in  case  the  said  "^""^  ""^*' 
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184S. 
5fAAf<qf. 

Thk  High- 

LANDSR. 

the  circum- 
ttances  of  the 
ca«e. 


sum  was  not  paid  within  the  times  mentioned  in 
indenture  for  repayment  thereof ;  that  two  sev< 
sums  of  £l63  and  £198,  part  of  the  said  sui 
£555  and  interest,  secured  by  the  indenture,  ¥ 
not  paid  at  the  time  specified,  and  now  ren 
justly  due  and  owing,  and  a  further  sum  of  £S 
being  the  remainder  of  the  said  sum  of  &555 
interest,  will  also  shortly  be  payable ;  that  ap 
cation  has  been  made  repeatedly  to  the  said  A 
for  payment,  but  without  effect ;  that  the  said  s 
is  about  to  proceed  to  sea  on  a  foreign  voy« 
without  the  consent  or  approbation  of  the  appea 
the  said  W.  R.,  and  without  giving  the  said 
pearer  any  security  for  his  property  or  interest 
the  said  vessel ;  and  that  the  aid  and  process  of 
Court  is  required  to  restrain  the  said  ship  fi 
proceeding  on  her  said  intended  voyage  until  s 
security  shall  be  given." 

Under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affida 
Addams  moved  the  Court  to  decree  a  warran 
arrest  at  the  suit  of  the  mortgagee,  until  bail 
the  safe  return  of  the  vessel  should  be  given  ; 
the  Court  considering  that  there  was  no  preccd 
for  the  application,  and  that  it  had  no  jurisdict 
in  the  premises,  declined  to  grant  the  motion. 

Motion  rejected. 


\%Ui  May. 

Owners  of  Tes- 
self,  which  hare 
received  salvage 
assistaoce,  can- 
not safely  eater 
into  a  setflement 
of  a  salvage 
compensation. 


THE  SARAH  JANE. 

TN  this  case,  the  vessel  Sarah  Jane,  whilst  on 
voyage  from  Cuba  to  the  port  of  London,  spn 
a  leak,  which  the  crew  were  unable  to  keep  unc 
and  an  American  vessel,  bound  to  New  Brunswi 
having  hove  in  sight,  the  master  and  crew  of 
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Sarah  Jane  abandoned  the  ship^  and  went  on  board        i843. 

die  American  yesseL     On  the  following  morning,  ^?L- 

Ihcy  fell  in  with  the  Saucy  Lass,  bound  to  London,      "jak"^" 
CO  board  whereof  they  immediately  embarked,  and  which  includes 
m  the  evening  of  the  same  day  they  again  fell  in  air^rsonncon- 
with  Iheir  own  vessel,  the  Sarah  Jane.     The  mate  Xil'UAout 
md  three  of  the  crew  of  the  Sarah  Jane,  and  the  procuring  a  ^ 

neral  release  m 

ttite  and  one  seaman  of  the  Saucy  Lass  volunteered  the  first  in. 
to  go  on  board  and  take  her  into  a  port  of  safety.  '  silage  of 
The  two  vessels   then  parted,  and  the  six  men,  ^t^^^fa 
aided  by  some  experienced  pilots  whom  they  had  salving  vessel, 
fdlen  in  with,  succeeded,  after  considerable  diffi-  ment  between 
enlty,  in  bringing  the  Sarah  Jane  in   safety  into  mas^B^onh^** 
tke  harbour  of  St  Mary,  in  the  Scilly  Isles.     The  ^^^S*  owJ^, 
wrner  of  the  Sarah  Jane  being  informed  that  his  of  the  vessel 
lessel  had  been  taken  into  the  Scilly  Isles,  imme-     Action 
fiately  dispatched  an  agent  to  that  place,  where,  ofThf  crS^T"" 
mm  his   arrival,   he    found  Captain   Love,   the  ^^e  «dving  ves- 

i-tfT  XI    sel,  who  were 

Buster  and  part  owner  of  the  oaucy  Lass,   and  dissatisfied  with 

\£  "VT  J     A         A I  1  •    •  -the  distribution 

Messrs.  N.  and  A.,  the  sole  remaimng  owners  of  ofthe£Booso 
An  afifreement  was  then  made  between  the  agent  \*>«  o'^new  of 

the  vessel  salv* 

tf  the  owner  of  the  Sarah  Jane  and  the  owners  and  ed-.-that  the 
the  mate  of  the  Saucy  Lass,  to  pay  them  £800  in  ratbThId"b!12r 
lieu  of  aU  demands  for  salvage ;  and  in  the  pre-  ^^^en^®[„d 
•ence  of  all  the  owners,  the  master  and  the  mate  ^a'  '^e  master 
of  the  Saucy  Lass,  the  sum  of  £800  was  paid  into  vessel  whi^"re. 
the  hands  of  the  master,  who  gave  a  receipt  for  mon^^d 
himself,  mate,  crew,  owners,  and  all  others  inter-  8»gn«ithere- 

'  -  ,  ,  ,         ceipt,  was  a  part 

ested  in  the  Saucy  Lass,  and  this  receipt  was  also  owner,  and  that 

.        J  ,  V  the  other  owners 

ngned  by  — ,  tne  mate.  were  also  pre- 

Four  of  the  crew  of  the  Saucy  Lass,  bemg  all  I^Stbg  to'^tht 
the  seamen   who  remained  on  board   their  own  »etuementin 

question}  over- 

vessel,   and  who  did  not    personally  render  any  miedbythe 
tenriee  to  the  Sarah  Jane,  being  dissatisfied  with    ''"'^ 
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1843.        the  apportionment  of  the  £800,  entered  an  action 

—    '  ^^'      for  salvage  in  this  cause.     The  action  was  also  en- 

"janIT**'     tered  on  hehalf  of  Lee  Pope,  the  mariner  who  had 

gone  on  board  the  brig  with  the  mate  of  the  Saucy 

Lass,  and  who,  it  appeared,  had  been  paid  the  sum 

of  £38  8^.  6d.  as  his  share  of  the  salvage. 

The  act  on  petition,  after  setting  forth  in  detail 
the  facts  of  the  case  as  stated  above,  further  alleged, 
on  behalf  of  the  salvors,  that  the   master  of  the 
Saucy  Lass  proceeded  to  Scilly,  leaving  his  crew 
with  the  schooner  at  Liverpool,  for  the  purpose  (rf 
arranging  with  the  owners  of  the  brig  the  amount 
of  remuneration,  but  without  any  authority  from 
the  crew  of  the  schooner  to  act  for  them  ;  that  the 
arrangement  with  the  owners  of  the  Sarah  Jane 
was  entirely  without  the  privity  or  consent  of  the 
said  crew;  that  out  of  the  £800,  S.  H.,  one  of  the 
salvors,  had  been  only  oflbred  for  his  share  the  sum 
of  £3  10^.,  which  he  refused  to  accept ;  that  J.  P., 
another  of  the  salvors,  had  made  application  to  the 
owners  of  the  Saucy  Lass  for  a  share  of  the  said 
salvage,  but  they  refused  to  give  him  any  share  * 
whatever ;  that  Lee  Pope,  another  of  the  salvors, 
remained  on  board  the  brig  for  about  three  weeks 
after  she  arrived  at  Scilly,  and  was  then  informed 
by  the  mate  of  the  schooner  that   his   (the  said 
L.  P.'s)  share  of  the  salvage  was  £50 ;  and  a  few 
days  afterwards  the  master  of  the  Saucy  Lass  paid 
him  £38  8^.  6rf.,  having  paid  him  £1  before,  and 
told  him  that  the   balance   of  the  said   £50  was 
deducted  for  expenses ;  that  he  (the  said  L.  P.) 
received  the  said  £38  8^.  6rf.  in  the  belief  that  the 
salvage  had  been  legally  settled  and  apportioned; 
that  the  said  L.  P.  was  never  consulted  about  the 
settlement  of  the  said  salvage,  nor  did  he  authorize 
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any  person  to  act  therein  for  him  or  on  his  behalf ;        i84s. 
that  he  (the  said  L.  P.)  has  only  been  paid  his      '^'     ^' 


wages  as  a  seaman  belonging  to  the  Saucy  Lass  up  "janIT^" 
to  the  day  of  his  going  on  board  the  brig,  and  that 
OQ  leaving  her  he  had  to  pay  his  own  expenses, 
ind  the  expenses  of  his  journey  from  Scilly  home 
Id  Dartmouth. 

The  answer  of  the  owners  merely  pleaded  the 
^yment  of  the  salvage  remuneration  under  the 
agreement  made  at  St.  Mary's,  and  that  J.  L.,  who 
ngned  the  receipt  as  master,  was  also  part  owner 
€f  the  Saucy  Lass,  and  that  the  other  owners  were 
present  at  and  assenting  to  the  reference  and  award 
aforesaid. 

For  the  owners  of  the  Sarah  Jane,  Addams  and 
Baiford. 

Haggard  and  Twiss^  contrh. 

Judgment — Dr.  Jbashington. 
It  would,  I  conceive,  be  impossible  to  lay  down 
any  general  rule,  with  respect  to  questions  of  this 
description,  which  might  not,  if  applied  to  all  cases 
and  circumstances,  be  productive  of  much  incon- 
venience and  injustice.  If  I  were  to  hold  that 
masters  and  owners  possessed  a  general  power  to 
act  for  the  rest  of  the  crew,  it  is  obvious,  from  past 
experience  of  the  manner  in  which  mariners  have 
been  sometimes  dealt  with,  that  they  would  often 
be  deprived  of  that  reward  to  which  they  are  justly 
entitled.  On  the  other  hand,  I  feel  that  an  in- 
jury might  be  inflicted  upon  the  owners,  if  it  was 
laid  down  as  a  rule  of  universal  application,  that 
in  no  case  whatever  neither  the  master  nor  the 
owner  can  act  on  behalf  of  the  crew.     In  giving 

VOL.  II.  I 


114  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1848.        mv  decision  in  this  case,   I  will,  in  the  first  in- 

I9ih  "hiau  " 

'—  stance,  shortly  advert  to  some  of  the  facts  before 

Jake.^  I  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  principles 
which  are  applicable  to  the  particular  circum- 
stances of  the  case  itself.  The  Sarah  Jane  was 
a  derelict,  and  she  was  saved  by  the  assistance 
of  the  Saucy  Lass.  The  persons  who  succeeded  in 
conducting  the  vessel  into  a  port  of  safety  were 
the  mate  and  three  of  the  crew  of  the  Sarah  Jane, 
and  the  mate  and  one  seaman  of  the  Saucy  Lass ; 
and  only  one  of  these,  the  seaman  Lee  Pope,  is  a 
party  to  the  present  proceedings.  The  suit  for 
salvage,  therefore,  is  brought  principally  by  per- 
sons who  were  not  actively  employed  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  salvage  service.  The  defence  to  the 
suit  is,  that  the  sum  of  £800  has  been  paid,  and  that 
it  has  been  received  without  any  objection  from  the 
owners,  the  master,  the  mate  who  went  on  board 
the  Sarah  Jane,  or  any  other  persons,  with  the 
exception  of  the  promoters  of  these  proceedings. 
It  has  also  been  contended  that  the  suit  has  been 
instituted  not  for  the  purpose  of  disputing  the 
amount  of  the  compensation  which  has  been  paid 
by  the  owners  of  the  Sarah  Jane,  but  with  a  view 
of  enforcing  a  different  distribution  from  that 
which  is  proposed  to  be  made  by  the  owners  and 
the  master  to  the  seamen  themselves. 

Now  I  must  first  consider  in  what  situation  the 
persons  now  suing  ought  to  stand,  before  I  deter- 
mine whether  the  facts  which  I  have  stated  form  a 
valid  defence  to  the  action.  It  is  not  attempted  to 
deny  that  they  are  salvors,  although  they  were  not 
personally  engaged  in  effecting  the  rescue  of  the 
Sarah  Jane.  Had  such  a  proposition  been  at- 
tempted, it  could  not  have  been  contended  for  with 
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effect,  in  the  face  of  the  acknowledged  practice  of     ig^jft?' 
the  Court;   because  it  has  been  the  rule  of  this  -z; — z 

m  I*  •  •  -in  1  ^***  Sarah 

Court,  from  time  immemorial,  to  allow  persons  who        Jakk. 
remain  on  board  a  salving  ship,  to  be  considered  as 
co-salvors,  although  the  Court  has  repeatedly  made 
a  distinction  in  favour   of  those  persons  who  ac- 
tuallj  have  incurred  the  difficulty  and  peril  of  the 
salvage   enterprise.      Indeed,   the   principle   upon 
which  they  are  admitted  is  as  old  as  holy  writ ;  for 
it  is  there  stated,  that  they  who  continued  in  their 
tents,  divided  the  spoil  with  their  brethren.    Primd 
fade^  then,  the  parties  suing  have  an  interest  which 
entitles  them  to  institute  the  present  suit ;  and  in 
order  to  debar  them,  they  must  be  barred  by  some 
circumstances  which  have  that  legal  effect.     What 
are  the  circumstances  which  have  been  relied  on  by 
the  counsel  for  the   owners  of  the   Sarah  Jane  ? 
They  are  the  following,  viz.,  that  the  salvage  re- 
ward has  been  bond  fide  paid,   and  has  been  re- 
ceived by  Joseph  Love,  the  master  of  the  Saucy 
Lass,  professing  to  act  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
owners,  mate,  and  crew  of  that  vessel,  and  of  all 
other  persons  interested  in  the  transaction  in  ques- 
tion.    A  receipt  for  the  money  has  been  given  to 
this  effect ;   but  the  validity  of  this  receipt  is  de- 
nied, upon  the  ground  that  he  had  no  authority  to 
give  such  receipt  without  the  consent  of  the  whole 
of  the  crew.     The  question,  therefore,  arises,  whe- 
ther the  master  was  authorized  to  act  for  the  crew, 
without  their  consent  being  directlv  or  indirectlv 
first  given.     It  is  unnecessary,  I  think,  to  revert  to 
the  principles  which  I  examined  in  the  case  of  the 
Britain  (a),  and  in  other  cases,  for  the  purpose  of 

(a)  Robinson,  jun.,  Admiralty  Reports,  Vol.  I.  p.  41. 

I  2 
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184S.        showing  that,  in  all  ordinary  cases  of  salvage,  nei- 

^L^  ther  the  owners  nor  the  master  have  a  power  of 

"jane?^"     binding  the  crew,  without  their  previous  consent. 
This  point  has  not  been  argued  in  the  present  in- 
stance,  and  I  therefore  feel  that  it  is  unnecessarv 
for   me   to   travel   further   into    the    disquisition. 
There  is,  however,  another  point  which  has  been 
strongly  urged,    and  to  which  I  must  now  more 
immediately  address  myself,  viz.,  that  acts  done  by 
a  person  presuming  to  act  as  an  agent,  without  pre- 
vious  authority,   may  become  valid  by  the  subse- 
quent  recognition   of  the    individual   whom   such 
agent  professes  to  represent ;   and  this  recognition 
may  be  effected  either  by  express  assent,   or  by 
some  act  on  the  part  of  the  individual  represented 
which  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  inference  of 
his  approbation  and  consent.     This  principle,  it 
has  been  contended,  directly  applies  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  present  case,  and  under  its  applies 
tion   the   promoters   of  this  suit  are  conclusively 
estopped  from  carrying  on  the  proceedings;     Now, 
with  regard  to  Lee  Pope,  one  of  the  party  proceed- 
ing, I  am  of  opinion  that  the  principle  contended 
for  does  certainly  apply.     His  case,  I  think,  stands 
essentially  distinguished  from  that  of  the  others, 
and  for  the  following  reason :  that,  according  to  his 
own  statement,  he  remained  on  board  the  brig  after 
her  arrival  at  Scilly ;  that  he  was  then  informed  by 
the  mate  that  the  sum  of  £800  had  been  received, 
that  his  share  was  £50,  and  a  few  days  after,  the 
master  paid  him  £38  8s,  6d.y  having  deducted  cer- 
tain expenses.     It  is  averred,  on  his  behalf,  that  he 
received  this  money  under  a  misapprehension  on 
his  part,  that  the  salvage  had  been  legally  settled, 
and  that  he  was  bound  to  whatever  had  been  done. 
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Looking  to  the  res  gestcB  of  the  case,  I  must  con-        1843. 
fess  that  I  am  not  inclined  to  place  much  reliance  — ? — ??1— 
upon  this  averment.     In   the  first  place,  I  appre-       "jane?^" 
hend,  the  receipt  of  the  money  was  prima  facie  a 
complete  confirmation  of  the  arrangement  which 
had  been  eflFected  between  the  owners  of  the  two 
vessels  and  the  master  of  the  Saucy  Lass.     He 
could  only  apply  for  the  share  of  the  money,  under 
a  conviction  that  he  was  legally  entitled  so  to  do ; 
and  having  so  applied  and  received  it,  he  has,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  ratified  the  arrangement 
in  question. 

As  against  third  parties,  I  am  most  clearly  of 
opinion  that  he  has  stopped  himself,  by  his  own 
acts,  from  instituting  a  suit  of  this  kind,  and  I  am 
therefore  bound  to  hold  that  he  is  legally  pre- 
cluded from  proceeding  further  in  the  cause. 

With  respect  to  the  other  persons,  they  stand  in 
a  somewhat  different  predicament.  It  is  stated 
that  Heame  made  an  application  for  his  share  of 
the  salvage,  and  that  the  sum  of  £  J  10^.  was  offered 
to  him,  but  he  refused  to  accept  it,  because  he 
thought  it  insufficient.  Stone,  another  of  the  sal- 
vors, it  appears,  also  made  a  similar  application, 
which  was  rejected  altogether.  It  does  not  appear 
whether  any  application  was  made  on  behalf  of  the 
two  remaining  salvors.  It  has  been  contended, 
that  such  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  parties 
making  it,  is  an  estoppel  against  their  right  of  car- 
rying on  the  present  suit.  I  cannot  accede  to  this 
proposition,  because  I  think  that  if  they  had  other- 
wise a  right  of  proceeding  in  this  action,  it  would 
he  contrary  to  all  principles  of  equity  and  justice  to 
hold  with  too  much  severity  against  a  mariner,  that 
^he  mere  fact  of  making  application  to  the  owners, 
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1843.         in  the  first  instance,  should  bar  him  from  the  legal 

^!^  prosecution  of  his  redress  in  this  Court.     It  has 

"jAKfc^  l^^cn  further  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of 
the  Sarah  Jane,  as  an  objection  to  the  suit,  that  it 
is  instituted  by  the  promoters  of  it,  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  disputing  the  amount  of  the  salvage  which 
has  been  paid,  but  m  order  to  enforce  a  different 
distribution  of  it.  If  my  memory  does  not  deceive 
me,  the  same  argument  was  urged  in  the  case  of 
the  Britain,  and  I  am  still  of  opinion,  as  I  was  in 
that  case,  that  the  objection  in  question  is  not  of 
any  importance  whatever.  I  have  felt  some  anxiety, 
in  considering  this  case,  to  discover  whether  the 
recent  Act  of  Parliament  would  enable  me  to  apply 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  because,  as  it  appears  to  me,  the  real  jus- 
tice  of  the  case  would  be,  to  call  upon  the  owneis 
of  the  Saucy  Lass  to  bring  in  the  money  which  they 
have  received,  and  to  compel  them  to  a  fair  and 
just  distribution.  With  this  view,  I  have  carefully 
examined  the  statute,  3  &  4  Vict,  c.  65,  and  1 
regret  to  say  that,  in  my  construction  of  the  Act, 
the  true  meaning  of  the  statute  is,  that  application 
must  be  made  for  a  distribution  within  fourteen 
(lays  after  making  the  award,  or  the  actual  payment 
of  the  money.  I  have,  therefore,  I  regret,  mi 
means  of  affording  assistance  to  the  parties  under 
the  Act  of  Parliament.  Upon  the  whole,  then,  I 
must  pronounce  that  the  legal  right  of  the  seamc^n 
to  sue,  with  the  exception  of  Pope,  is  not  affecte«l 
by  any  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and  I  am 
further  of  opinion,  that  I  have  no  discretion  what- 
ever to  interpose  any  obstacle  to  their  exercise  of 
this  right.  I  regret  much  the  hardship  that  will 
be  experienced  by  the  owners  of  the  Sarah  Jane,  in 
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J  thus  called  upon  a  second  time  to  pay  a  salv-        isis. 

age  remuneration.     At  the  same  time,   I  hope  it      ^^^ ^!L- 

wrill  be  a  warning,  in  future  cases,  that  owners  can-  ^uv^^ 
not  safely  enter  into  a  compromise  of  this  descrip- 
tion, which  includes  the  interests  of  all  persons 
that  have  rendered  service  to  their  vessel,  without 
procuring  a  release  from  all  parties  interested,  or 
mcurring  a  risk  of  the  consequences.  In  the  pre- 
sent instance,  the  owners  of  the  Sarah  Jane  have 
chosen  to  encounter  the  risk  of  these  consequences, 
and  these  consequences  they  must  hear ;  for  I  can- 
not,  as  a  matter  of  indulgence  to  them,  inflict  legal 
hardship  upon  others. 

Upon  the  26th  of  May,  the  Court  awarded  £50 
each  to  Heame  and  Stone,  and  £20  each  to  Dia^ 
mond  and  Airs,  who  were  apprentices,  with  the 
costs. 


THE  RELIANCE.     Green.  26th  May. 


THIS  was  a  question  as  to  the  admissibility  of  a  where  any  por- 

A  ...  .      «  "^  ,    tions  of  a  wreck- 

summary  petition  m  a  suit  tor  wages,  promoted  ed  vessel  have 

by  the  widow  and  administratrix  of  one  of  the  sea-  S^  m'lSners^i 
men  of  the  Reliance,  an  East  Indiaman,  wrecked  en^.^i*^ '^  sue 

'    ^  '  against  the  pro- 

on  the  French  coast,   in  the  month  of  November  ceeds  for  their 

1  wages,  although 

^u  no  freight  has 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  sufficiently  noticed  in  ^"hdM^tfe 
the  iudffinent  of  the  Court.  I*  °°^  *r"^«^ 

•      o  by  the  circum- 

In  support  of  the  petition,  Haggard  submitted —  lor^na  of  the 
That  a  similar  petition  had  been  held  admissible  J^^  pl^^'s^rvX 
in  the  case  of  the  Neptune,  and  the  facts  of  the  were  preserved 

,  \         ,  ,,.  ,.,      not  by  the  exer- 

case  sufficiently  brought   it  within   the   principle  tions  of  the 
adopted  by  Lord  Stowell  in  deciding  the  case  of  Spartiei 
the  Neptune.     That  the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell     ^  «"™™"y 
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i8is.        had   never  been   reversed ;  on  the   contrary,   the 

26th  May,     principles  which  it  laid  down  had  been   directly 

Thic  R.LiAKCE.  confirmed  by  Lord  Lyndhurst,  in  the  case  of  Jesse 

petition,  in  a  suit  i^ 

for  wages,  ad.       V.   Koy. 
mitted  on  behalf 

of  the  widow  AddamSj  contra — 

and  adminis- 

tntrixofade.  That  there  was  an  important  distinction  between 

the  wh^!S?Se  this  case  and  the  case  of  the  Neptune,  inasmuch 

^l^ii^^rfonc  ^'  ^^   *^^   ^^^  ^^  *^^  Neptune,  portions  of  the 

man,  having  vesscl  and  of  the  carffo  were  saved  by  the  exertions 

been  lost.  «,  .      ^  ,  -. 

of  the  crew.     This  important  ingredient  was  want- 
ing  in  the  present  case. 

Per  Curmm. 
The  present  question  arises  upon  the  admissi- 
bility of  this  summary  petition.  The  facts  of  the 
case,  as  far  as  they  are  necessary  to  be  stated,  are 
as  follows  : — The  vessel  sailed  from  this  country 
for  the  East  Indies  in  June,  1841*  She  arrived  at 
Bombay,  and  subsequently  proceeded  to  Whampoa 
and  China.  The  wages  of  the  seamen  were  paid 
up  to  the  time  of  the  vessel  leaving  China.  The 
homeward  voyage  was  commenced  in  March,  1842, 
and  in  the  progress  of  that  voyage  the  ship  was 
unfortunately  lost  upon  the  French  coast,  in  the 
month  of  November  last.  No  freight  was  earned 
on  the  homeward  voyage,  but  a  part  of  the  hull  of 
the  ship,  and  some  of  the  stores  and  materials,  were 
saved;  but  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  petition  that 
they  were  saved  by  the  exertions  of  the  crew.  The 
widow  of  one  of  the  mariners  now  sues  for  the 
wages  due  to  her  deceased  husband  on  the  home- 
ward voyage  ;  and  in  support  of  her  act  on  peti- 
tion, the  Court  has  been  referred  to  the  decision  of 
Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  the  Neptune,  reported 
in  1st  Haggard,  p.  227. 
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It  has  been  observed  by  the  learned  counsel  for        isis. 

the  owners,  that  a  material  diflerence  exists  between — ^' 

the  circumstances  of  this  case  and  the  case  of  the  '^""^■"^*'" 
Xeptune,  inasmuch  as,  in  the  case  of  the  Neptune, 
a  part  of  the  ship  was  preserved  by  the  exertions 
of  the  mariners  ;  but  in  the  present  case,  the  whole 
of  the  crew,  with  the  exception  of  one  man,  were 
unfortunately  lost,  and  the  salvage  of  the  portions 
of  the  vessel  which  have  been  preserved  was  effected 
by  the  exertions  of  other  parties.  This  fact  un- 
doubtedly furnishes  a  distinction  between  the  two 
cases,  which  in  many  other  particulars  very  closely 
resemble  each  other;  and  the  question  which  I 
have  now  to  determine  is,  whether  this  circumstance 
fonns  such  a  distinction  as  should  lead  me  to  reject 
this  summary  petition. 

If  the  circumstances  of  the  two  cases  had  been 
{ffecisely  similar,  I  should  have  held  myself  con- 
cluded by  the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  case 
of  the  Neptune,  not  only  as  being  the  decision  of 
one  of  the  most  able  judges  who  ever  sat  in  this 
chair,  but  as  being  conformable  to  all  principles  of 
law  and  equity.  Moreover,  the  judgment  in  that 
case  was  pronounced  in  1824,  and  came  under 
the  knowledge  of  Lord  Tenterden  in  his  last  edi- 
tion of  his  work  on  Shipping,  and  it  has  also 
been  confirmed  by  Lord  Lyndhurst  in  the  judg- 
ment in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  cited  by  Dr. 
Haggard. 

Now,  what  was  the  principle  upon  which  Lord 
Stowell  decided  the  case  of  the  Neptune  ?  The 
ground  upon  which  his  decision  in  that  case  was 
founded  is  this, — that  the  mariners  were  entitled 
to  their  wages  if  they  had  performed  their  duty  to 
the  utmost  of  their  power ;  or,  to  use  Lord  StowelPs 
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The  Rblzancx. 


184S.  own  words,  that  "  they  were  entitled  to  cling  to  the 
— - — 5!i— .  last  plank  in  satisfaction  of  their  wages.**  I  have 
most  carefully  considered  the  judgment  in  that 
case  before  I  came  into  Court,  and  I  am  satisfied 
in  my  own  mind,  that,  although  in  the  course  of  his 
judgment  he  discusses  at  considerable  length  the 
laws  and  usages  of  other  countries,  as  to  seamen 
being  salvors,  he  does  not  form  his  ultimate  ded- 
sion  upon  that  reasoning.  In  so  doing,  he  was,  I 
conceive,  perfectly  right.  Let  us  for  a  moment 
adopt  the  principle  of  salvage  in  considering  a  case 
of  this  description,  bearing  in  mind  that  seamen 
are  remunerated  by  fixed  wages.  What  would  be 
its  eflFect  ?  If  the  mariners  were  to  be  considered 
as  entitled  to  their  wages,  in  a  case  of  this  nature, 
as  salvors,  it  would  be  repugnant  to  every  principle 
upon  which  salvage  remuneration  is  awai^ded.  The 
remuneration  of  salvors  is  proportioned  according 
to  the  extent  of  the  services  rendered,  the  danger 
to  which  they  are  exposed,  and  the  exertions  they 
are  compelled  to  use.  If  these  considerations  were 
applied  to  cases  of  wages,  the  result  would  be,  in 
some  instances,  to  give  the  seamen  more  than  they 
were  justly  entitled  to ;  in  others,  to  deprive  them 
of  a  fair  compensation. 

It  is  quite  clear  to  my  mind,  that  Lord  Stowell 
did  not  form  his  judgment  upon  any  such  ground. 
To  look  further  into  the  principle,  if  the  title  to 
wages  is  grounded  upon  the  doctrine  of  salvage 
services  performed  by  the  mariners,  there  might  be 
cases  when  the  measures,  tending  to  the  ultimate 
preservation  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  might  be  com- 
menced  by  the  united  exertions  of  the  whole  of  the 
crew,  and  a  moiety  of  them  might  be  drowned 
before  those  measures  were  effected.     According 
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to  the  argument  advanced  against  the  admission  of  i848. 
this  petition,  those  who  lost  their  lives  would  he  - — - — -^ 
deprived  of  any  share  in  the  remuneration ; — in 
other  words,  if  a  seaman  died  by  the  act  of  God,  in 
the  actual  performance  of  his  duty,  according  to 
the  doctrine  contended  for,  he  would  be  deprived 
rfhis  share  of  the  reward.  The  injustice  of  such  a 
doctrine  is  apparent.  It  is  unnecessary  to  pursue 
the  subject  further,  because,  as  I  have  already 
observed.  Lord  Stowell,  in  deciding  the  case  of  the 
Neptune,  did  not  found  his  judgment  upon  any 
such  principle.  The  ground  upon  which  he  intro- 
duced the  principle  of  salvage,  in  delivering  his 
judgment  in  that  case,  was,  that  it  was  impossible 
to  conceive  a  case  where  the  materials  of  the  vessel 
had  come  ashore,  and  been  collected  by  the  labour 
of  the  crew,  in  which  they  would  not  be  entitled  to 
benefit  by  their  exertions. 

In  introducing  the  question,  with  his  usual  fore- 
sight and  clearness,  he  says,  **  On  all  views  of  the 
idative  justice  between  the  parties,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  rule  of  wages  has  the  advantage  upon 
the  clearest  ground ;  but  take  it  upon  the  most 
naked  principles  of  law  applying  to  it,  the  contract 
covers  the  whole  ship,  one  part  as  well  as  another, 
with  the  mariners'  lien.  A  part  separated  by  a 
rtwTu  is  not  disengaged  by  that  accident  from  the 
KoL  If  it  be  recovered,  it  is  recovered  as  a  part 
of  the  primitive  pledge  mortgaged  to  the  mariner. 
Again,  when  does  the  authority  of  the  master 
cease?  His  authority  certainly  does  not  merge 
in  the  misfortune,  nor  are  the  seamen  at  liberty, 
without  staying  a  reasonable  time  for  the  recovery 
of  parts  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  (if  there  be  any 
prospect  in  his  judgment  of  such  recovery,)  imme- 
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184S.        diately  to  disperse  themselves  over  the  country  on 
'^^'     whose  shores  they  have  encountered  the  mischance, 
without  some  discharge  from  him/* 

Being  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  case  of  the 
Neptune  is  applicable  to  this  case,  I  must  hold 
that,  if  the  mariner  had  survived,  he  would  have 
been  entitled  to  his  wages  ;  and  it  is  not  disputed 
that  the  administratrix,  the  party  bringing  this 
suit,  stands  in  the  same  position  as  the  seaman  if 
alive  would  have  done.  I  must  therefore  admit 
the  summary  petition. 


lihjune.  THE  CAROLINE.     Derelict. 


Court  in  a  case 
of  derelict. 


Award  and  ap     TN  this  casc,  the  Caroline,  with  a  valuable  cargo 

portionment  de-     -^       p  «  vj*  v«ii  i_ 

creed  by  the  of  general  merchandize,  whilst  on  her  voyage 

from  Liverpool  to  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  struck 
upon  a  sand  to  the  east  of  Wicklow  Head,  upon 
the  10th  of  January,  when  the  master  and  crew  got 
into  the  jolly  boat  and  abandoned  her  in  a  sinking 
state. 

Upon  the  following  morning,  the  vessel  was  dis- 
covered drifting  in  the  Irish  Channel  by  the  Emily, 
a  small  schooner  of  seventy-four  tons,  with  a  crew 
of  six  persons,  bound  from  Liverpool  to  Terceira. 
The  master  of  the  Emily  placed  three  of  his  men 
on  board  the  derelict,  and  accompanied  her  in  the 
Emily  to  Holyhead.  When  boarded  by  the  salvors, 
the  hatches  of  the  Caroline  were  open,  the  tiller 
was  loose,  the  lashing  of  the  binnacle  was  cut,  and 
the  binnacle  was  lying  in  the  gangway,  and  between 
two  and  three  feet  of  water  were  in  the  hold. 
The  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo  was  £15000,  and 
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the  Court  allotted  £1800  to  the  salvors,  and  decreed  isis. 
the  following  distribution : — £600  to  the  owners  of  ^'*  ^^"^^ 
the  Caroline,  as  a  compensation  for  the  risk  encoun- 
tered by  their  vessel  in  being  deprived  of  the  proper 
complement  of  hands,  and  also  for  their  loss  of  the 
freight,  which  was  undertaken  to  be  provided  for 
the  Emily  homeward  from  Terceira,  the  prosecution 
of  the  voyage  being  prevented  by  the  rendering  of 
the  salvage  service  ;  £400  to  the  master  ;  £250  to 
the  mate ;  and  the  remainder  amongst  the  four 
seamen. 


THE  TWO  SISTERS.     Davison.  9Mj«n.. 


THIS  was  a  cause  of  subtraction  of  wa^fes,  pro-  Suu  for  wages. 

^  iiTVTT  1  1,    —Defence  of 

moted  by  John  Mutton,  who  served  as  second  the  owners,  that 
mate  on  board  the  vessel  in  a  voyage  from  Glasgow  be^n^'foSited 
to  Jamaica  and  back.  5^  '^^  "*^"f  *• 

desertion,  not 

A  further  action  was  entered  at  the  suit  of  James  »u«tained. 
Grant,  a  seaman,  and  James  Thomas,  the  steward,  oftheAct5&6 
on  board  the  same  brig,  in  the  sum  of  £150  ;  and     *  ^* 
it  was  agreed  between  the  proctors  in  the  respective 
suits  that  the  judgment  in  this  case  should  be  de- 
drive  upon  both  the  issues.     The  proceedings  were 
by  plea  and  proof  (a). 

(a)  On  the  fourth  session,  Hilary  Term,  10th  February,  a 
mnmary  petition,  consisting  of  ten  articles,  was  brought  in  on 
khalfof  the  plaintiff,  pleading: — 

l«t.  That  whilst  the  vessel  was  lying  at  the  Port  of  Glasgow, 
J<  H.  was  hired  to  serve  as  second  mate  on  board  the  brig,  at 
tbe  rate  of  wages  of  £3  per  month.  That  on  the  2nd  of  Fe- 
^^^oary,  1842,  he  signed  the  ship's  articles^  and  proceeded  with 
the  ship  to  Jamaica,  where  she  arrived  on  the  28th  of  April, 

Sod.  That  the  vessel  having  discharged  part  of  her  cargo 
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1848.  In  support  of  the  claim,  Robinson  submitted- 

9tk  June.  ^^ 


That  the  mariner,  having  served  on  board  the 
SwiiT*      vessel   in  her  voyage  to  Jamaica  and  back,   was 

at  Jamaica,  and  taken  in  ballast,  sailed  from  Jamaica  on  the 
Idth  of  May,  and  arrived  at  Belize  on  the  28th  of  said 
month.  That  on  the  19th  of  August,  1842,  having  discharged 
the  remainder  of  her  cargo,  and  taken  on  board  a  fresh  cargo 
of  logwood,  &c.,  &c.,  she  again  sailed  on  her  homeward  voy- 
age, and  arrived  at  Cork  on  the  13th  of  November  following. 

3rd.  That  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at  Cork,  orders  were 
received  by  the  master  to  proceed  with  her  to  London.  That 
on  the  22nd  of  the  said  month,  the  said  ship  set  sail  on  said 
voyage  to  London,  and  having  sustained  considerable  damage 
by  stress  of  weather,  in  the  progress  of  the  said  voyage,  she 
bore  up  for  Swansea,  and,  on  the  27th  of  November,  came  to 
an  anchor  inside  Swansea  Light,  waiting  for  sufficient  water  to 
enter  the  harbour,  until  the  29th  of  the  said  month  of  Novem- 
ber.  That  on  the  said  day,  with  the  assistance  of  a  steam-boat, 
she  was  enabled  to  enter  the  said  harbour,  and  in  the  afternoon 
of  the  said  day  was  moored  in  safety  alongside  the  quay  of 
the  town  of  Swansea.  j 

4th.  That  on  the  following  day  carpenters  from  on  shore 
were  received  on  board  by  the  master,  and  were  employed  in 
clearing  away  the  wreck  and  preparing  for  the  requisite  n- 
pairs,  in  which  service  the  said  J.  H.,  as  well  as  the  rest  of 
the  crew,  assisted.  That  at  between  five  and  six  o'clock, 
P.M.,  the  master  being  at  that  time  on  shore,  and  the  brig 
in  charge  of  J.  B.,  the  chief  mate,  J.  H.,  J.  6.,  and  J.  T.f 
severally  went  on  shore,  by  permission  of  the  chief  mate, 
with  injunctions  to  return  in  time  for  work  next  morning; 
that  in  consequence  of  such  permission,  the  several  parties 
remained  on  shore  all  night 

5th.  That  on  following  day,  J.  H.  returned  on  board  said 
ship  in  company  with  J.  T.,  and  found  there  J.  G.,  who  had 
returned  on  board  a  few  minutes  previously,  when  said  J.  H*f 
not  seeing  the  chief  mate,  reported  himself  to  the  master,  who 
was  then  walking  the  deck,  and  at  the  same  time  asked  said 
master  what  directions  he  should  give  for  the  employment  of 
the  crew,  at  the  same  time  expressing  himself  as  willing,  in  the 
absence  of  the  chief  mate,  to  direct  or  perform  any  duty  whieb 
might  be  required  of  him  ;  that  said  master  refused  to  appoint 
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prima  Jhcie  entitled  to   his  wages,  and  the  onits        isis. 


probandi  lay  with  the  owners  who  sought  to  deprive 

him  any  office  or  duty  on  board  the  said  brig,  saying,  I  don't 
know  you— yoa  have  taken  your  own  discharge,  you  may  go 
uhore,  or  words  to  that  eifect;  that  a  similar  answer  was  re- 
turned to  J.  G.  and  J.  T.,  and  in  consequence  of  the  refusal  of 
the  master  to  receive  and  employ  them  on  board,  the  said  par- 
ties returned  on  shore  ;  that  in  course  of  that  day,  and  also  on 
the  day  following,  whilst  the  brig  remained  moored  alongside 
the  quay,  J.  H.  again  went  on  board  and  applied  to  the  master, 
offering  to  resume  his  duty,  but  without  eifect ;  said  master,  at 
tocfa  time,  also  refusing  to  pay  him  his  wages,  or  to  make  out 
bis  discharge,  or  to  allot  him  the  usual  allowance  of  the  ship's 
provisions,  or  permit  him  to  cook  his  own  provisions  or  to 
sleep  on  board. 

6th.  That  on  the  evening  of  the  next  day,  the  ship  was  re- 
nored  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  river,  to  a  dry  dock  or  slip, 
hi  the  purpose  of  completing  the  necessary  repairs ;  that  in 
the  course  of  the  day  J.  D.,  the  master,  met  with  an  accident, 
md  having  broken  his  leg  was  incapacitated  from  doing  his 
doty  on  board,  and  was  removed  on  shore ;  that  T.  D.,  the 
sole  owner  of  the  brig,  therefore,  took  the  management  of  the 
drip's  affairs  into  his  own  hands,  and  J.  H.,  the  plaintiff,  doth 
expressly  allege  that  during  such  time,  and  until  the  13th  of  said 
Bonth  of  December,  when  he  finally  quitted  Swansea,  the  said 
I.  H.  every  day,  or  very  frequently,  went  on  board  the  brig 
aid  applied  to  said  T.  D.,  or  whosoever  was  in  command,  to 
be  remstated  in  the  performance  of  his  duty,  or  to  be  paid  the 
wages  justly  due  to  him,  both  of  which  requests  were  peremp- 
torily refused  by  said  T.  D.  or  other  in  command,  who  told 
■id  J.  H.  that  he  knew  nothing  about  him,  and  ordered  him 
t»quit  the  brig  and  go  on  shore. 

7th.  That  finding  his  applications  wholly  ineffectual,  said 
J.H.,  on  or  about  the  13th  of  December,  quitted  Swansea  in 
tompany  with  said  J.  G.  and  J.  T.,  and  proceeded  on  foot  to 
Ittdon. 

Wi.  That  the  ship  having  subsequently  arrived  in  the  port  of 
London,  to  wit,  on  or  about  the  17th  of  January,  1843,  the  said 
'•  H.  upon  her  arrival  applied  for  and  obtained  the  remainder 
of  liis  clothes  and  effects,  which  had  been  detained  on  board, 
hot  that  he  was  again  refused  the  payment  of  his  wages  and  his 
dbchifge  from  the  service  of  the  said  brig. 


9th  June. 

The  Two 
Sxsnas. 
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i8is.        him  of  his  claim ;  that  the  defence  to  the  action 
'*'^*      was  grounded  upon  a  charge  of  desertion,  and  by 


The  Two 

SiSTXAS. 


9th.  That  said  J.  H.  at  all  times,  during  his  continuance  on 
board  in  the  service  of  the  said  brig,  well  and  truly  performed 
his  duty  as  second  mate,  &c.,  &c. 

10th.  The  usual  concluding  article. 

This  summary  petition  was  admitted  without  opposition,  and 
on  the  21st  of  February,  Clarkson  brought  in  an  allegation, 
which  was  admitted,  on  behalf  of  the  owners. 

This  allegation  pleaded  : — 

1st.  In  contradiction  of  the  3rd  article — That  it  was  untruly 
pleaded  in  the  3rd  article  of  the  summary  petition,  that  the  ship 
was  safely  moored  alongside  the  quay  of  Swansea  Town,  in  the 
aflernoon  of  the  29th  of  November.  On  the  contrary,  that  the 
pier  or  quay,  off  which  the  said  vessel  was  moored,  and  where 
she  continued  till  the  2nd  of  December  following,  before  which 
time  she  could  not  be  taken  in  safety  up  the  harbour,  owing  to 
the  neap  tides,  was  in  the  then  state  of  the  weather  a  place  of 
considerable  danger  from  the  heavy  sea  rolling  into  that  part  of 
the  harbour,  &c. 

2nd.  In  contradiction  of  the  4th  article — That  J.  D.,  the 
master,  went  on  shore  on  the  29th  of  December,  to  arrange  for 
getting  the  vessel  on  the  slip  for  the  purpose  of  her  repairs; 
that  prior  to  his  going  on  shore,  he  gave  strict  injunctions  that 
none  of  the  crew,  on  any  account  whatever,  should  go  on  shore 
during  his  absence,  owing  to  the  dangerous  position  of  the 
vessel ;  that  notwithstanding  the  premises,  at  about  half-past 
twelve,  P.M.,  J.  T.,  the  steward,  and  at  four  o'clock  the  said 
J.  H.,  the  second  mate,  and  T.  G.,  the  seaman,  and  at  half-past 
seven,  H.  B.,  the  chief  mate,  respectively  went  on  shore,  leaving 
the  vessel  in  a  situation  of  great  peril,  as  she  was  found  to  be 
by  the  said  master,  on  his  going  on  board  in  the  evening  to  see 
that  all  was  right,  &c. 

3rd.  That  on  the  following  day,  1st  of  December,  J.  G. 
came  on  board  and  demanded  his  wages  and  discharge,  which 
said  master  refused  to  give  him,  and  ordered  him  to  resume 
his  duty,  to  which  the  said  J.  G.  replied,  "  he  would  be  d— ^ 
if  he  would,"  or  to  that  effect,  and  took  himself  on  shore  agaifli 
but  that  neither  T.  H.  nor  J.  T.  ever  came  or  attempted  to 
come  on  board  the  said  vessel,  &c.,  &c. 

4th.  That  early  in  the  morning  of  the  2nd  of  December, 
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the  terms  of  the  4th  article  of  the  owner^s  plea,  the        isis. 
defence  was  further  confined  to  desertion  under  the  — !_"!-:.- 

The  Two 
T.  D.,  the  owner  of  the  said  vessel,  arrived  by  the  mail  at  Sistbrs. 
Swansea,  at  which  place  it  was  blowing  a  strong  gale  of  wind, 
and  the  sea  was  rolling  in  so  heavily,  that  the  moorings  of  the 
said  vessel  suddenly  giving  way,  she  was  placed  in  great  peril ; 
that  the  master,  however,  and  such  of  the  crew  as  were  still 
(m  board,  fortunately  succeeded  in  getting  her  removed,  though 
Dot  until  the  said  vessel  had  received  very  considerable  damage 
by  having  her  timber  heads,  covering  boards,  and  paint  streak 
torn  away ;  that  on  the  evening  of  the  said  day,  the  vessel  was 
taken  up  the  harbour,  and  for  the  first  time  placed  in  safety ; 
that  the  said  J.  H.  and  his  shipmate  continuing  absent  from  the 
laid  vessel  during  that  day  also,  (although  both  on  that  day 
md  the  day  previous  provisions  had  been  cooked  for  them,)  they 
vere  treated  as  deserters  by  the  said  master,  and  the  circum- 
stances attending  their  desertion  were  duly  entered  in  the  log, 
pursuant  to  the  statute  5  &  6  W.  IV.  c.  19.  s.  9.,  &c.,  &c. 

5th.  That  the  said  J.  H.  and  J.  T.  for  the  first  time  returned 
to  the  said  ship  about  six  days  after,  and  whilst  she  was  on  the 
ilip  undergoing  her  repairs,  but  that  the  said  T.  D.,  the  owner, 
then  on  board,  and  in  charge  of  the  ship,  refused  to  receive 
them,  expressly  telling  them  that  they  were  deserters,  and  that 
both  their  wages  and  clothes  and  other  effects  on  board  were 
forfeited;  that  the  said  J.  H.  and  some  of  the  others  got  on  board 
the  said  vessel  early  on  the  evening  of  the  12th  of  December, 
and,  unknown  either  to  the  master  or  the  owner,  secretly  took 
away  some  of  their  clothes.  Sec,  &c. 

6th.  In  contradiction  of  the  8th  article,  pleads  the  taking 
Mt  a  warrant  from  the  Thames  Police  OfHce,  against  the  owner, 
by  J.  H.,  upon  the  ship's  arrival  in  London,  but  that  the  ma- 
gistrate refused  to  make  any  order  for  the  payment  of  the  wages 
tcbedulate ;  and  that  the  said  owner,  thereby  considering  the 
laid  claim  for  wages  at  an  end,  voluntarily  and  purely  out  of 
charity  gave  up  to  the  said  J.  H.  the  residue  of  his  clothes. 

7th.  In  contradiction  of  the  9th  article,  denies  that  the  said 
J-  H.  conducted  himself  with  propriety,  and  discharged  his  duty 
ftithfuUy  whilst  on  board  the  brig,  for  that  on  two  occasions 
he  absented  himself  from  the  said  vessel,  viz.,  once' for  two  days, 
vkflst  the  ship  was  at  Belize,  and  a  second  time,  for  four  days, 
vhilst  she  was  at  Cork,  &c.,  &c. 

8th.  Concluding  article. 
VOL.  II.  K 
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184S.        statute.     The  question,  therefore,  was  narrowed  t 
'  -  the  issue  whether  the  owners  had  brought  thei 


SuTXAsT  defence  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  Parlia 
ment.  That  looking  to  the  decision  in  the  Court  c 
Exchequer,  in  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Joplin,  i 
might  be  questioned  whether  the  statute  5  &  6  W 
IV.  applied  at  all  to  a  case  of  the  present  descrip 
tion.  Assuming  that  it  did  apply,  it  was  clear  tha 
the  facts  set  up  by  the  owner  in  his  allegation  di( 
not  bring  the  defence  within  the  provisions  of  the  9tl 
section  of  the  Act  which  had  been  relied  on.  Tha 
the  9th  section  expressly  defined  a  desertion  unde 
the  statute  to'  be  an  absence  from  the  ship  not  onl 
without  leave,  but  under  circumstances  plainly  dc 
noting  an  intention  not  to  return;  and  the  defi 
nition  could  not  in  fairness  be  applied  to  the  cii 
cumstances  of  the  case,  inasmuch  as  it  was  clea 
that  the  mariner  returned  on  board  on  the  folloiv 
ing  morning,  and  would  have  continued  his  sei 
vices,  but  was  told  by  the  master  that  he  knei 
nothing  about  him,  and  that  he  had  taken  his  dis 
charge  on  the  previous  evening. 

That  as  regarded  the  evidence  in  the  cause 
which  was  more  than  usually  conflicting,  the  ba 
lance  of  credibility  was  decidedly  in  favour  of  th) 
plaintiff.  The  principal  testimony  for  the  defeno 
consisting  of  three  boys  of  nineteen,  and  of  tb 
owner  of  the  vessel  himself,  who  might  have  beei 
objected  to  in  limine  upon  the  ground  of  interest 
had  it  been  deemed  of  suflBcient  importance  to  d 
so.  On  the  other  hand,  the  evidence  in  suppor 
of  the  mariner^s  claim  was  confirmed  by  th< 
testimony  of  an  adverse  witness,  Packhorwood 
and  also  still  more  strongly  by  the  probabilitie 
of  the  case  itself,  inasmuch  as  it  was  not  like!} 
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the   mariner  would  wilfully  incur   the  forfeiture        i94». 

of  his  wages  at  the  very  last  moment,  by  desert-  ^^;f^ 

ing  the  ship,  when  almost  within  the  port  of  her       smt^ 
discharge. 

Lastly,  that  even  if  the  mariner  had  wilfully 
abandoned  the  ship  sine  animo  revertendiy  in  the 
present  instance,  the  charge,  being  laid  under  the 
statute,  was  not  brought  home  in  such  a  shape  as 
would  entail  the  forfeiture  of  the  entire  wages. 
That,  in  order  to  work  such  an  effect,  the  statute 
requires  that  the  circumstances  attending  the  de- 
sertion should  be  noticed  in  the  log-book  at  the 
time,  and  certified  by  the  signature  of  the  master 
and  the  mate,  or  some  other  credible  witness ;  and 
this  form  had  not  been  complied  with. 

Upon  the  ground,  therefore,  of  a  deficiency  of 
kgai  proof,  the  defence  of  the  owners  could  not 
be  sustained,  and  the  mariner,  in  failure  of  such 
proof,  was  entitled  to  his  wages. 

Addamsy  contra. — 

That  the  evidence  in  the  case  was  undoubtedly 
of  a  most  conflicting  character ;  at  the  same  time, 
he  denied  that  the  balance  of  credibility  prepon- 
derated  in  favour  of  the  party  promoting  the  suit. 
That  two  of  the  witnesses  in  support  of  the  ma- 
riner's claim.  Grant  and  Thomas,  were  in  eodern 
delicto  with  the  plaintiff,  and  were  moreover  them- 
selves embarked  in  a  similar  suit,  the  result  of 
which  was  dependent  upon  the  issue  of  the  present 
action.  With  respect  to  the  third  witness,  Kift, 
Ae  publican,  he  had  admitted,  in  his  answers  to  the 
interrogatories,  that  Hulton,  Grant,  and  ThomajB, 
Were  in  his  debt,  and  that  he  did  not  believe  that 
they  have  any  means  of  paying  him  save  out  of  the 

K  2 
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184S.        wages  which  they  have  earned,  or  may  hereafter 
^!t^  earn.     That  the  whole  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses, 

7hk  Two 

SuTBEs.  therefore,  had  a  kind  of  contingent  interest  in  the 
result  of  the  suit,  which  rendered  their  testimony 
open  to  very  considerahle  exception.  That  on  the 
part  of  the  owners,  independent  of  the  evidence  oi 
the  three  seamen  of  the  Two  Sisters,  there  was  the 
testimony  of  the  custom-house  oflBcer,  a  witness 
wholly  disinterested,  and  without  impeachment, 
and  his  evidence  established,  beyond  dispute,  that 
Hulton  was  absent  from  the  vessel  for  two  con- 
secutive nights,  without  leave ;  and  this  fact,  cou- 
pled with  the  res  gestcB  of  the  case,  was  sufficient 
to  bring  the  defence  within  the  words  of  the  sta- 
tute :  "  for  any  period,  however  short,  under  cir- 
cumstances denoting  an  intention  not  to  return.*' 
That  even  if  the  Court  should  be  disposed  to  adopt 
the  objection  which  had  been  raised,  that  the 
offence  was  not  made  out  under  the  9th  section  ol 
the  Act  5  &  6  W.  IV.,  the  owners  were  still  en- 
titled to  the  forfeiture  of  the  mariner's  wages, 
under  the  general  maritime  law,  which  had  nol 
been  abrogated  by  the  statute.  This  point  had 
been  distinctly  laid  down  by  the  Court,  in  the  case 
of  the  Westmoreland  («).  That  the  alleged  de- 
sertion was  not  confined  to  a  charge  of  desertior 
under  the  statute,  as  had  been  suggested.  The 
offence  was  charged  in  sufficiently  comprehensiv* 
terms,  in  the  owner's  plea,  to  include  it  under  the 
general  law,  and,  by  that  law,  an  abandonment  of 
a  vessel,  even  in  the  port  of  discharge,  without 
leave,  was  a  desertion  entailing  the  forfeiture  of 
wages.     That  this  penalty  would  still  more  justly 

{a)  1  A.  R.  Robinson,  Jun.,  221, 
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attach,  in  the  present  case,  because  the  vessel  was 
not  only  in  itiiiere  at  the  time,  but,  from  the 
damage  she  had  sustained,  was,  moreover,  in  espe« 
dal  need  of  the  assistance  and  services  of  the  crew. 

Robinson^  in  reply — 

That  the  case  of  the  Westmoreland  was  distin- 
guishable from  this  case  in  this  respect,  that  no 
attempt  was  made  in  the  pleadings,  in  that  case,  to 
charge  the  oflfence  imder  the  statute  5  &  6  W.  IV. 
The  statute,  in  the  case  of  the  Westmoreland,  was 
merely  pleaded,  to  the  eflfect  that  the  ship's  articles 
had  been  signed,  in  compliance  with  the  statute  in 
question.  That,  as  regarded  the  present  case,  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  seaman's  claim  was  to 
be  decided  by  the  statute,  or  by  the  general  law ; 
because  it  was  equally  clear,  in  either  case,  that 
the  defence  of  the  owner  was  altogether  deficient  in 
legal  proof  that  there  had  been  any  abandonment 
of  the  ship  sine  a7iimo  revertendi.  That,  both 
under  the  general  and  the  statute  law,  such  an 
abandonment  ought  to  be  proved,  in  order  to  con- 
stitute a  desertion  entailing  a  forfeiture  of  the 
wages.  That  the  utmost  oflfence  which  the  facts  of 
the  ease  established  against  the  seaman,  was  an 
absence  without  leave ;  and  this  offence  was  not 
brought  home  in  such  a  shape  as  the  7th  section  of 
the  Act  required,  in  order  to  secure  the  penalties 
awarded  by  that  section.  That  if  it  was  intended 
to  deal  with  the  case  under  the  general  law,  the 
total  desertion  not  being  established,  the  mariner 
^as  entitled  to  the  whole  of  his  wages,  under  the 
authority  of  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Blake. 

Judgment — Dr.  Lushingtan. 
This  suit  is  brought  by  John  Hulton,  who  served 


1843. 
9lh  June, 

The  Two 
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1648.        as  second  mate  on  board  this  vessel,  the  Two  Sis- 

1 —  ters,  on  a  voyage  firom  Glasgow  to  Jamaica  and 

other  places,  and  back  to  this  country.  The 
vessel  arrived  at  Cork,  on  her  homeward  voyage, 
where  the  master  received  directions  from  the 
owner  to  proceed  to  London.  Upon  the  22nd  of 
November  last,  she  sailed  from  Cork  for  London, 
but,  in  the  course  of  her  voyage,  being  much  da- 
maged by  stress  of  weather,  she  was  compelled  to 
put  into  Swansea.  Up  to  this  period,  John  Hulton 
continued  to  serve  on  board,  and  having  performed 
his  duties,  which  is  not  denied  to  this  extent, 
prima  facie^  he  is  entitled  to  his  wages.  The  pay- 
ment of  these  wages  is  resisted  by  the  owner,  upon 
the  ground  of  desertion,  and  the  onus  prohandi 
lies  upon  the  owner.  The  issue,  therefore,  which 
I  have  to  determine  is,  whether  a  desertion,  in  the 
legal  acceptance  of  the  word,  and  carrying  with  it 
a  forfeiture  of  his  wages,  has  been  proved  against 
the  mariner  in  this  cause. 

I  will  now  consider,  in  the  first  place,  the  facts 
which  are  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  and 
the  evidence  which  he  has  produced  in  support  of 
them.  And  I  may  here  observe  generally,  with 
respect  to  the  evidence  before  the  Court,  that  it  is 
extremely  deficient  in  precision,  especially  in  re- 
gard to  dates,  and  upon  this  account  is  most  un- 
satisfactory. (The  learned  judge  here  recapitulated 
the  contents  of  the  several  articles  of  the  responsive 
allegation,  and  proceeded  to  observe)— The  aver- 
ments in  this  allegation,  though  extended  in  va- 
rious articles,  in  substance  amount  to  this:  that 
John  Hulton  quitted  the  vessel  on  the  29th  of 
November,  and  did  not  return  at  all  for  nine  or  ten 
consecutive  days.     The  first  question,  therefore,  is, 
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assuminff  the  fact  as  pleaded  to  be  true,  does  this      ^  1®*^- 

/  ^.  ,  -         .        1       1         ,  .  n        9^  June. 

mi  coDstitute  desertion  in  the  legal  acceptation  of  — — 

the  word  ?  In  considering  this  point,  I  must  con-  sisnas. 
sider  it,  in  the  first  instance,  with  reference  to  the 
recent  Act  of  Parliament,  5  &  6  W.  IV.,  because, 
as  has  been  observed  in  the  argument,  the  statute 
bas  been  specifically  pleaded  in  the  fourth  article  of 
the  allegation,  and  the  entry  in  the  log  purports  to 
have  been  made  in  pursuance  of  the  provision  con- 
tained in  the  ninth  section  of  the  statute. 

Since  the  case  was  argued,  I  have  referred  to 
the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Joplin,  and  the  decision 
in  that  case,  it  appears  to  me,  is  at  once  decisive 
upon  the  point  in  question,  and  for  this  reason, 
viz.,  that  the  Court  of  Exchequer  was  of  opinion,  in 
that  case,  that  the  ninth  section  of  the  Act  solely 
Implied  to  cases  of  desertion  when  the  ship  was  in 
foreign  ports,  and  before  her  arrival  at  the  port  of 
discharge.  Baron  Parke,  in  putting  a  question  to 
counsel,  speaks  of  "  parts  beyond  seas  ;*'  and  the 
vessel  in  this  case,  it  is  manifest,  was  not  in  parts 
beyond  seas,  neither  was  she  in  the  port  of  delivery. 
In  a  judgment  deemed  of  so  much  importance,  the 
question  must  have  been  carefully  considered,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  being  a 
decision  upon  the  construction  of  an  Act  of  Par- 
liament, would  be  binding  upon  this  Court,  even  if 
I  had  been  disposed  to  take  a  different  view  of  the 
statute ;  but  my  opinion  coincides  with  that  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer.  The  words  of  Lord  Abinger, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer, were  these :  "  The  9th  section  may  be 
considered  as  applying  to  the  case  of  the  desertion 
of  a  ship  whilst  in  foreign  parts,  and  before  her 
anival  at  her  port  of  delivery."     In  effect,  there- 


136  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

i8«.        fore,  the  Court  virtually  decided  that  it  does  n 


9ih  June. 


apply  to  any  act  of  desertion  in  a  British  port,  a] 

SumaT      where  the  vessel  is  not  in  parts  heyond  seas  at  t: 

time.     As  it  is  desirable  that  this  section  of  t 

Act,  and  the  construction  which  it  has  received 

the  Court  of  Exchequer,  should  be  well  understoc 

I  will  read  the  words  of  the  section  in  questic 

The  words  of    the  ninth  section   are  as   follow 

"  That  an  absence  of  a  seaman  from  the  ship,  i 

any  time  within  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours  ii 

mediately  preceding  the  sailing  of  the  ship,  wit 

out  permission,  or  for  any  period,  however  shoi 

under  circumstances  plainly  denoting  that  it  w 

his  intention  not  to  return  thereto,  shall  be  deemi 

an  absolute  desertion,"     What  is  the  constructii 

which  the  Court  of  Exchequer  has  put  upon  the 

words  ?     It  has  held,  that  the  earlier  words  we 

strictly  confined  to  the  conduct  of  a  sailor  prior 

the  sailing  of  a  ship  from  her  port  of  clearanc 

and  that  the  latter  part  of  the  section  exclusive 

referred  to  what  was  done  in  parts  beyond  seas, 

has  also  further  held,  that  the  7th  section  of  tl 

Act  especially  provides  for  cases  of  temporary  d 

sertion,   under  other  circumstances  than  those  a 

ready  adverted  to.     The  necessary  consequence  • 

this  decision  is,  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  Cou 

to  pronounce  that  the  present  case  is  a  case  of  d 

sertion  under  the  9th  section  of  the  statute.    Ha^ 

ing  arrived  at  this  conclusion,  I  will  next  considc 

whether  any  other  part  of  the  statute  applies  to  tl 

present  case.     Now  the  only  other  section  whic 

could  have  any  application  to  the  circumstances  < 

the  present  case,  is  the  7th  section,  which  provide 

in  the  following  terms.     (Court  read  the  7th  se< 

tion.)     Does  then  the  alleged  desertion  of  thi 


9lhJum. 

ThbTwo 
SianM. 
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manner  come  within  the  provision  of  this  section  ?        i8«. 
i  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not ;  and  for 
this  reason,  that  the  7th  section  expressly  purports 
to  provide  a  penalty  for  temporary  absence  from 
the  vessel  in  cases  not  of  absolute  desertion,  or  not 
treated  as  such  by  the  master ;   and  in  the  present 
case,  the  averment, of   the   owner  is  an  absolute 
desertion  on  the  part  of  the  mariner,  and  that  it 
was  treated  as  such,  and  the  entry  in  the  log  was 
made  pursuant  to  the  statute.     For  this  reason, 
therefore,  I  must  dismiss  the  7th  section  also  from 
my  consideration  in  deciding  this  case,  because  it 
applies  to  temporary,  and  not  to  absolute  deser- 
tion.    There  is,  I  regret  to  observe,  considerable 
ambiguity  in  this  statute,  and  the  7th  section,  in 
my  opinion,  refers  to  a  desertion  intended  to  be, 
but  not  in  fact  included  in  the  9th  section,  viz.,  a 
desertion  in  a  British  port,  which  is  neither  the 
port  of  clearance,  nor  the  port  of  delivery,  nor  in 
parts  beyond  seas.  Upon  the  whole  of  this  part  of  the 
case,  then,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defence  set  up 
by  the  owner  is  not  borne  out  by  the  statute  which 
has  been  pleaded.     At  the  same  time,  I  think  that 
if  the  acts  done  constitute  a  desertion,  under  the 
anciwit  maritime  law,   I  must  pronounce  for  the 
forfeiture  of  the  wages.     The  ancient  law,  I  con- 
ceive, has  not  been  abrogated  by  the  statute,  except 
in  the  cases  to  which  the  statute  exclusively  applies. 
The  Court,  therefore,  is  not  prohibited  by  the  sta- 
tute from  resorting  to  the  ancient  law  in  a  case  of 
this  description ;  if  it  were  so  prohibited,  the  con- 
sequence would  be  that  there  could  be  no  desertion 
Jna  British  port,  not  being  the  port  of  clearance ;  a 
^Dsequence  so  productive  of  mischief  in  its  effects, 
that  no  Court  would  adopt  such  a  conclusion,  un- 


Th«  Two 

SUXXEI. 


138  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

i8is.        less  it  were  absolutely  compelled  to  do  so  by  the  imp 
9th  June,      p^rative  terms  of  the  statute  itself. 

I  will  now  again  refer  to  the  circumstances  of  the  j 
case.  The  facts  pleaded  are,  that  the  mariner  quit-  ' 
ted  the  ship,  and  remained  absent  for  nine  or  ten 
consecutive  days.  These  facts,  if  established,  mighty 
I  think,  constitute  a  legal  desertion,  provided  an  in- 
tention absolutely  to  quit  can  be  inferred  from  the 
res  gestcB  of  the  case.  Without  such  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  mariner,  there  can  be  no  absolute 
desertion.  If  there  be  an  absence  from  the  vessel, 
animo  revertendiy  whatever  be  its  duration,  it  would 
not  be  a  desertion  forfeiting  the  whole  of  the  wages. 
The  offence  would  fall  within  the  provisions  of  the 
7th  section  of  the  statute,  which  provides  special 
penalties  for  absence  short  of  actual  desertion.  I 
hope  that  I  have  made  myself  clearly  intelligible 
upon  this  point ;  that  in  order  to  establish  a  total 
desertion,  there  must  be  proved  an  intention  abso- 
lutely to  quit  the  ship ;  and  this  intention  is  to  be 
inferred  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  The 
onus  of  proving  these  facts  lies  upon  the  owner, 
in  the  present  instance,  and  the  task  is  rendered 
somewhat  more  than  ordinarily  diflBcult  by  the  con- 
sideration that  the  probabilities  of  the  case  are 
decidedly  against  him ;  for  it  is  not  likely,  as  has 
been  observed  in  the  argument,  that  the  mariner, 
having  nearly  completed  a  long  foreign  voyage, 
would  unnecessarily  incur  the  forfeiture  of  his  hard- 
earned  wages,  by  a  wilful  desertion  at  the  last 
moment,  when  approaching  the  final  termination  of 
his  contract  What,  then,  is  the  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  charge  alleged  ?  And  here,  in  order 
to  do  perfect  justice  to  the  owner,  I  will  refer,  in 
the  first  place,  to  his  own  evidence  in  the  cause. 
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aod  will  judge  him  by  his  own   testimony.     The        i848. 

owner's  evidence  consists  principally  in  the  deposi-  ^!^1— 

tkms  of  three  persons,  of  the  age  of  nineteen.     I       sunuT 
will  now  state  the  evidence  of  the  first  witness, 
H'Cutchin,  and  then  see  how  far  it  is  at  variance 
with  the  other  witnesses.    In  his  deposition  in  chief 
oo  the  2nd  article,  he  states  that  Hulton  did  go 
on  shore  on  the  afternoon  of  the  30th  of  November ; 
that  the  brig  was  in  a  dangerous  position  when  the 
8eaman  left  her.     And,  upon  the  3rd  article,  he 
says   that  neither  J.    Hulton,   James   Black,  nor 
T.  Thomas,  came  on  board  during  the  Ist  of  De- 
cember.     In  his  deposition  upon  the  4th  article, 
he  also  swears  that  Hulton  was  not  on  board  at  all 
during  the  2nd  of  December.     Now,  in  his  answer 
to  the  6th  interrogatory,  he   states   that  on  the 
evening  of  the  brig  getting  alongside  the  slip,  the 
master  met  with  an  accident,  and  did  not  rejoin 
the  brig ;  and,  on  the  day  after,  viz.,  the  2nd  of 
December,  Hulton  came  on  board,  and  spoke  with 
the  owner.     The  evidence  of  this  witness,  there- 
fore, it  is  to  be  observed,  is  not  altogether  con- 
sistent.     The    next  witness,    MuUican,     deposes 
nearly  to  the  same  effect,  but  not  quite  so ;  it  is 
rather  more  in  the  direct  terms  of  the  allegation. 
In  his  answer  to  the  6th  interrogatory,  he  states 
that  Hulton  came  on  board  twice ;  once,  several 
days  after  the  ship  had  been  alongside  the  slip, 
and  the  other  time,  he  believes,  on  a  previous  day, 
but  whilst  the  brig  was  at  the  slip.     The  third  wit- 
ness, M'Kenzie,  deposes  exactly  to  the  same  efiect; 
«nd  the  tenor  of  his  evidence,  as  well  as  that  of  the 
preceding  witness,  is  in  support  of  the  allegation. 
If  the  case  stopped  here,  I  should  be  inclined  to 
bold  that  the  evidence  of  these  witnesses,  although 
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1943.        it  proved  nothing  as  to  whether  the  mariner  wen 
^'      on  shore  with  permission  or  not,  most  clearly  esta 


^uwEiir  hlished  that  he  was  ahsent  from  the  vessel  foi 
several  consecutive  days,  and  that,  under  the  cii 
cumstances,  the  onus  probandi  was  changed,  am 
that  the  mariner  was  bound  to  show  that  he  hai 
gone  ashore  and  remained  absent  with  permission 
But  there  is  other  evidence  which  I  must  now  ad 
vert  to.  Mr.  Davidson,  the  sole  owner,  has  be® 
examined,  and  I  very  much  doubt  whether  his  evi 
dence  ought  to  be  received  at  all.  He  is  clear! 
an  interested  witness,  and  I  cannot  see  that  he  cau 
fall  imder  the  denomination  of  a  necessary  witness 
not  having  been  on  board  the  vessel  during  thi 
voyage.  It  is,  however,  unnecessary  for  me  ti 
decide  that  question,  as  no  objection  has  been  urgei 
against  his  competency ;  and,  for  the  sake  of  ex 
amining  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  I  will  now  refe 
to  his  testimony.  In  his  deposition  in  chief  upoi 
the  4th  article,  he  says  that  he  came  on  boar 
early  in  the  morning  of  the  2nd  of  December,  an< 
^*  he  does  not  recollect  ^^  seeing  Hulton  on  boar 
the  brig  "  at  any  time  during  the  said  9/nd  of  Di 
cemherr  And  upon  the  5th  article,  he  state 
that  neither  Hulton  nor  the  other,  to  his  kno^ 
ledge,  came  on  board  until  several  days  after  sb 
had  been  lying  alongside  the  slip.  That  it  mui 
have  been  on  the  7th  or  8th  of  December  that  h 
first  saw  J.  Hulton,  and  that  he  then  told,  him  h 
had  deserted  the  slip.  In  his  answer  to  the  6t 
interrogatory,  he  further  states,  that  "  neithc 
Hulton,  nor  the  others,  made  any  ofier,  or  declare 
themselves  willing  to  return  to  on  duty  board  th 
brig,  and  had  either  of  them  made  such  an  oflei 
he  would  have  accepted  it.*'     Such  is  the  evidenc 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY.  141 

of  Mr.  Davidson,  the  sole  owner  of  the  Two  Sis-        i84a 

ters ;  and  it  is  important  evidence  in  this  respect,  — - — — 

that  whilst  it  corrohorates,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  ^^J^" 
testimony  of  the  preceding  witnesses,  it  also  states 
tbat  he,  the  owner,  construed  the  ahsence  of  the 
B&riner  to  he  a  total  desertion.  Perhaps  he  was 
mistaken  in  his  law,  and  acted  towards  the  seamen 
upon  that  supposition*  I  now  come  to  the  evidence 
of  the  last  witness  in  support  of  the  defence,  a  per- 
son of  the  name  of  Packhorwood,  a  custom-house 
officer ;  and  the  evidence  of  this  witness  differs  ma- 
terially from  that  of  the  other  witnesses,  inasmuch 
as  he  represents  the  mariner  to  quit  the  vessel  upon 
the  29th  of  November,  and  to  return  upon  the  fol- 
lowing day,  the  30th,  and  so  throughout  the  whole 
transaction.  I  will  advert  to  his  deposition  upon 
the  2nd  article.  He  says :  ^^  I  was  present  in  the 
cabin,  when,  in  the  evening  of  the  29th  of  No- 
vember aforesaid,  B.  D.,  the  master,  told  Black, 
the  chief  mate,  that  none  of  the  crew  were  to  leave 
the  ship.  On  the  same  evening,  all  the  crew,  ex- 
cept the  boys,  went  on  shore ;  the  second  mate  was 
amongst  them.  They  all  came  on  board  the  fol- 
lowing morning,  in  time  for  their  respective  duties. 
On  the  said  morning,  (that  is  the  SOth  of  No- 
vember,)  I  recollect  that  the  master,  immediately 
after  breakfast,  went  ashore.  I  cannot  charge  my 
iBemory  that  any  of  the  crew  left  the  brig  on  that 
day  until  about  five  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  when 
they  all  went  on  shore  again."  So  that,  according 
to  this  witness,  during  almost  the  whole  of  the  30th 
of  November,  these  persons  were  on  board.  He 
then  further  says :  "  Soon  after  they  had  gone,  Mr. 
Davidson,  the  master,  returned  on  board ;  he  had 
his  tea,  and  went  ashore  again.     The  chief  mate 
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had  tea  with  him  and  me.  After  the  master  had 
gone  ashore,  and  about  seven  o'clock  of  the  sanu 
evening,  J.  Black,  the  chief  mate,  went  ashore 
only  I  and  the  three  boys  then  remained  on  boan 
the  brig.  The  brig  was  then  high  arid  dry  on  th< 
ground,  and  in  no  danger  at  the  time."  Upon  th 
following  article  of  the  plea,  he  further  deposes 
"  that  at  about  eleven  o'clock  of  the  morning  o 
Thursday,  the  1st  of  December,  the  second  mat 
came  up  to  the  master,  who  was  walking  the  deck 
and  asked  him  for  his  the  mate's  discharge ;  bu 
the  master  replied  that  he  would  not  give  him  i 
discharge,  because  he  had  himself  taken  it,"  or,  ii 
other  words,  the  master  told  him  that  he  considers 
his  being  absent  during  the  night, — twenty-fon 
hours  it  had  not  been, — was  a  tot«d  forfeiture  of  hi 
wages.  He  then  says,  "  another  man,  one  of  tb 
crew,  who  had  on  the  same  morning  returned  oi 
board,  came  up  to  the  master,  and  asked  him  ti 
settle  with  him,  upon  which  the  master  orderei 
him  to  his  duty.  He  ordered  him  to  clean  tb 
outside  of  the  ship :  the  man  replied,  *  he  woui 

be if  he  woiild ;'  after  which   the  said  mai 

went  on  shore,  as  did  also  the  second  mate.  Tb 
steward  also  came  on  board  on  the  same  morning 
but,  as  the  others  had  done,  afterwards  left  th 
brig.  *  I  believe  that  the  master  refused  to  r€ 
ceive  them  on  board.' "  Although  the  belief  of  thi 
witness  would  not  be  direct  evidence,  the  fact  state< 
by  him  affords  a  sufficient  justification  for  sucl 
belief,  viz.,  that  the  master  had  already  told  tb 
mate  that  he  had  taken  his  own  discharge. 

In  his  deposition  in  chief  upon  the  5th  article 
this  witness  speaks  nearly  to  the  same  effect  witl 
regard   to   the  reception  which  the  seamen  me 
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with  from  Davidson,  the  owner,  who  was  in  charge        is^s. 
of  the  vessel  after  the  accident  had  befallen  the  — 

▼T  ▼  1  ^    '  .      j.\.  The  Two 

master.     He  says,  "  I  cannot  be  certain  as  to  tne       sistmw. 
exact  day,  but  on  one  day,  and,  I  believe,  the  next 
day  after  the  brig  had  got  alongside  the  slip,  the 
ncond   mate   and  another  of  the  crew,  who  had 
left  the  brig,  as  aforesaid,  came  on  board,   and 
asked  Mr.  Davidson,  the  owner,  who  was  there,  to 
settle  with  them.     He,  in  reply,  said  that  he  had 
nothing  to  do  with  them :  he  said  that  they  were 
deserters — ^he  said  they  had  forfeited  their  wages 
and  clothes."     Upon   the   sixth   interrogatory   he 
swears  to  his  belief,  that  during  the  six  next  days 
following  the  1st  of  December,  the  mariners  came 
frequently  alongside,  and  sometimes  on  board  the 
farig,  but  not  that  they  saw  the  owner  ;  during  all 
of  which  time,  it  is  to  be  remembered,  the  vessel 
was  in  dock,  the  master  disabled,  and  there  is  no 
evidence  whatever  to  show  whether  the  owner,  who 
had  come  down  to  Swansea,  was  permanently  on 
board  to  attend  to  any  application  made  by  these 
seamen,  or  to  discharge  the  duties  of  master.     A 
second  master,  it  appears,  was  appointed,  but  when 
he  took  possession  is  not  stated  in  any  part  of  the 
case.     In  addition  to  the  testimony  to  which  I  have 
thus  far  adverted  in  support  of  the  defence,  there  is 
ilso  the  evidence  of  the  log-book,  which  has  been 
Wught  in.     And  supposing  I  were  to  consider  its 
contents  as  admissible  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  en- 
tirely to  be  believed,  what  would  be  the  effect  of  it? 
It  would  prove  this,  and  nothing  more,  viz.,  that 
Hulton  quitted  the  ship  on  the  30th  of  November, 
ttid  remained  absent  upon  the  1st  and  2nd  of  De- 
cember.    As  far,  therefore,  as  the  evidence  of  the 
w^-book  extends,  it  would,  even  if  admitted,  not 
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i6i&        prove  in  the  slightest  degree  an  ahandonment  ( 
'*^'      the  ship,  clearly  showing  an  intention  not  to  n 


s^E»r  t^rn ;  on  the  contrary,  it  would  clearly  bring  tl 
case  within  the  7th  section  of  the  statute,  whic 
imposes  a  specific  penalty  for  temporary  abseno 
But  the  entries  which  have  been  pleaded  to  hai 
been  extracted  from  the  log-book,  do  not,  I  thin] 
furnish  such  evidence  as  could  influence  the  dec 
sion  of  the  Court  in  determining  the  present  que 
tion,  and  for  the  following  reasons.  In  the  fir 
place,  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  reconcile  the  63 
tracts  themselves  with  the  evidence  of  Packhorwooc 
the  custom-house  officer,  who  expressly  and  di 
tinctly  swears  that  the  mariner  did  return,  and  m 
on  board  the  vessel  during  the  morning  of  the  li 
of  December.  There  is  also  a  second  objectio 
against  their  being  received  as  evidence,  in  the  fiu 
that  the  entries  are  not  made  in  conformity  wit 
the  regulations  prescribed  by  the  9th  section  of  th 
Act,  which  is  the  only  section  that  applies  to  a  cas 
of  total  desertion.  The  provisions  of  the  9th  se( 
tion  require  that  the  circumstances  attending  th 
desertion  should  be  entered  at  the  time,  and  certi 
fied  by  the  signature  of  the  master  and  mate,  c 
other  credible  witness. 

Now  there  is  no  signature  of  the  master,  m 
consequently  the  proof  of  the  alleged  desertion,  a 
far  as  regards  the  entry  in  the  log-book,  unde 
the  9th  section  of  the  Act,  entirely  fails  in  tha 
respect.  With  regard  to  the  7th  section  again,  i 
is  equally  difficult  to  hold  that  the  proof  is  cod 
formable  with  the  form  and  regulations  prescribes 
by  the  statute. 

Looking,  therefore,  at  the  whole  of  this  evidence 
it  only  proves  the  following  fact,  that  the  marine 
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quitted  the  vessel   without   leave,    and   remained        i84s. 

absent  two  days.     This  would  not  he  an  ahsolute  '-J^ — 

desertion,  hut  the  master  construed  it  to  be  so,  and  s^stkbT 
refused  to  receive  Hutton  hack,  or  to  give  him  his 
diseharge>  In  such  a  view  of  the  case,  and  upon 
nich  evidence,  can  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
there  was  an  entire  desertion  sine  animo  rever- 
tendif  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  I  cannot; 
and  that  even  in  this  ex  parte  view  of  the  owner's 
case,  the  misconduct  of  the  mariner  would  fall 
under  the  7th  section  of  the  Act. 

I  will  now  proceed  to  examine  the  evidence 
which  has  been  produced  in  support  of  the  ma- 
riner's demand ;  and  in  so  doing,  I  must  observe, 
that  the  whole  of  the  direct  evidence  in  support  of 
the  summary  petition  is  undoubtedly  open  to  the 
imputation  that  it  is  given  under  very  considerable 
bias.  Two  of  the  witnesses,  it  has  been  observed, 
are  in  eodem  delicto  with  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit, 
and  the  third  witness  is  the  keeper  of  a  public- 
house,  who  looks  to  the  result  of  this  suit  for  the 
payment  of  debts  due  to  him  by  the  party  pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause.  Still,  however,  the  evidence 
of  these  witnesses  is  entirely  in  unison  with  the 
evidence  of  the  custom-house  officer,  upon  a  most 
important  and  essential  point,  viz.,  they  all  prove 
a  return  on  board  the  ship  upon  the  1st  of  De- 
cember ;  and  I  must  say  that,  in  my  judgment,  the 
evidence  of  these  witnesses,  supported  as  it  is  by 
that  of  the  owner's  witness,  Packhorwood,  greatly 
outweighs  the  evidence  of  the  three  boys,  who  only 
swear,  that  they  did  not  see  the  mariner  Hulton 
on  board,  not  that  he  was  not  on  board.  Their 
e^dence  only  tends  to  prove  a  negative,  whilst  the 
testimony  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  on  the  con- 

VOL.  II.  L 
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1848.        trary,  supported  by  the  testimony  of  the  custom- 


9lh  June. 


house  oflScer,  directly  establishes  an  affirmative 
SiCTxuT  I  8.m  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  under  the  circum 
stances  of  the  case,  I  cannot  pronounce  that  th( 
mariner  has  incurred  a  total  forfeiture  of  his  wagei 
by  an  absolute  desertion  in  the  present  instance 
I  have  felt  considerable  hesitation  as  to  whethei 
I  ought  not  to  have  mulcted  him  of  a  portion  of  hi 
earnings,  under  the  7th  section  of  the  Act,  butlhav< 
found  a  difficulty  in  so  doing  upon  two  grounds, — 

1st.  That  no  reference  has  been  made  in  thi 
pleadings  to  any  charge  of  temporary  desertion. 

2ndly.  No  such  charge  has  been  contended  foi 
in  the  argument  at  the  bar. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  although 
I  think  that  in  pronouncing  for  a  temporary  deser- 
tion,  I  should  more  nearly  meet  the  truth  and 
justice  of  the  case,  I  must  dismiss  the  defence 
of  the  owner,  and  pronounce  in  favour  of  the 
claim  for  the  entire  wages,  and,  of  course,  with  the 
expenses. 


i3thjune,  THE  HEBE.     Hampton. 


Objections  of  HP  HIS  was  a  qucstiou  as  to  the  admissibility  of  a 

pleading  may  beX,,.  "' 

taken  to  any  one  rejomdcr  lu  a  causc  01  bottomry.     An  acton 

^Mnt*^  of  petition,  an  answer,  and  a  reply  had  been  given  in 

an  act  on  pe-  gj^j  admitted  in  the  cause.     The  rejoinder  to  the 

tition,  but  ob-  •' 

jectionsofthig  rcplv  was  uow  opDoscd  by 

nature  should  ^  "^                              '^'^                 "^ 

w?th^t*^u  Haggard  and  Harding^  for  the  bondholder. 

stantial  reasons 

to  support  them.  Addams  and  Robinson^  contra. 

A  rejoinder  in 

dUo"  mXot  The  substance  of  the  various  pleas,  and  of  the 
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objections  in  the  judgment,  are  fully  noticed  by  the        i84s. 

^  ISM  June* 

Lourt. 


The  Hebe. 


state  new  matter 
Per    Curiam.  of  defence,  un- 

In  proceeding  to  consider  the  objections  which  has  come  to  the 
have  been  taken  to  the  admission  of  this  plea,  I  ul*e°^rty^since 
would,  in  the  first  instance,  observe  that,  although  **'*  ™^^'  ^^^ 
under  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  Lord  Stow-  matter  sub- 
ell  (a),  in  the  case  of  the  Ville  de  Varsovie,  it  is  defaJ^eVn-^ 
clearly  competent  to  the  parties  in  a  suit  to  take  ^'g^/mly^e 
objections  of  this  kind,  yet  these  obiections  should  f?'^ »°  \'^ 

^  ,  •1  •    1  joinder,  when 

not  be  raised  without  grave  and  substantial  rea-  the  reply  to  the 

/»      .1  g-^  answer  takes 

sons  m   support  01    them.      Cases    may   unques-  issue  upon  the 
tionably  occur,    like   the    case    decided   by  Lord  "^^^\t^t 
Stowell,  in  which  it  may  be  right  and  proper  to  »^*'«*- 

A  oartv  can- 

bring  them  before  the  Court,  especially  where  the  not  lend  money 
preliminary  discussion  might   prevent    the   intro-  Ti^yJ^^^ni 
duction  of  much  irrelevant  matter,  which,  if  ad-  |Jaebted*to^hl 
mitted,  would  lead  to  the   accumulation  of  unne-  owners,  in  re- 
cessary  evidence.    Where,  however,  no  such  con-  vesseL 
sequence  is  likely  to  result  from  the  admission  of 
the  plea,  the  Court  will  be  disposed  to  discontinue 
the  discussion,  as  tending  to  defeat  the  objects  for 
which  the  summary  form  of  proceeding  was  intro- 
duced into  the  practice  of  the  Court,  viz.,  expedi- 
tion, and  the  avoidance  of  expense  to  the  suitors. 

Having  thrown  out  this  observation,  I  will  now 
direct  my  attention  more  immediately  to  the  objec- 
tions which  have  been  ofiered  to  the  admission  of 
the  present  rejoinder.  It  has  been  objected,  in  the 
first  place,  that  the  rejoinder  does  not  contain 
Matter  proper  to  be  put  in  issue  originally  in  the 
cause.  It  has  also  been  objected,  that  if  the  matter 
^ight  rightly  have  been  pleaded  in  the  first  in- 
(a)  Unreported  on  this  point. 
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1843.        stance,  it  is  now  offered  at  too  late  a  period  of  th< 

^^^^^  proceedings.    These  objections  have  been  supportei 

by  the  argument,  that  great  inconvenience  and  dela; 
must  be  caused  by  the  necessity  that  the  objectinj 
party  must  have  to  send  to  Sydney  for  fresh  in 
formation  to  meet  and  answer  what  is  alleged  t 
be  new  matter  in  the  cause.  It  is  clear  that,  ii 
order  to  give  a  satisfactory  opinion  upon  these  points 
I  must  look  to  the  contents  of  the  several  pleas,  be 
cause  I  must  determine  the  question  with  referene 
to  the  case,  as  stated  by  the  respective  parties  t 
the  suit. 

Now  the  first  proceedings  in  the  case  was  an  aci 
on  petition  brought  in  on  behalf  of  the  bondholder 
It  was  in  the  ordinary  and  common  form,  simplj 
containing  the  usual  averments  which  are  necessarj 
to  support  a  bond  in  this  Court.  Let  me  next  look 
to  the  answer  to  this  first  plea. 

The  answer  states  circumstances  generally  con- 
nected  vnth  the  voyages  and  employment  of  this 
vessel ;  her  proceeding  to  Sydney  from  this  country: 
her  arrival  there  in  1839 ;  her  going  to  Manilb 
and  back  under  charter;  and  the  persons  advancing 
money  on  bottomry,  and  now  suing  by  their  as 
signee  or  agent  in  this  country.  It  further  seti 
forth  that,  in  consequence  of  the  owners  of  th< 
vessel,  who  are  resident  in  Scotland,  being  dissatis 
ficd  with  the  conduct  of  the  then  master,  Malcolm 
they  sent  out  a  joint  power  of  attorney  to  Messrs 
Brown  at  Sydney,  authorizing  them,  amongst  othei 
things,  to  remove  Malcolm,  and  appoint  some  othei 
master  in  his  place.  All  these  facts  are  important, 
as  bearing  upon  other  parts  of  the  averments. 
The  answer,  then,  further  alleges  that  at  the  time 
when  the  power  of  attorney  was  received  by  Messrs. 
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Brown,  or  soon  after,  Messrs.  Diinlop,  the  chart-  ,^'843. 
erers  of  the  vessel  on  her  last  voyage,  (not  stating, 
however,  what  that  last  voyage  was,)  were  indebted 
to  the  owners  of  the  vessel  for  freight  previously 
earned.  This,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  most  important, 
and,  indeed,  a  leading  averment  in  the  defence, 
because  it  distinctly  alleges  that  Messrs.  Dunlop 
were  indebted  to  the  vessel  at  the  time  they  ad- 
vanced money  for  the  use  of  the  ship  on  bottomry. 
If  any  advances  were  necessary,  and  if  at  the  time 
the  advances  were  made  on  bottomry  by  Messrs. 
Dunlop  they  were  debtors  to  the  ship,  surely  they 
were  bound  first  to  discharge  the  debt,  and  if  they 
had  money  in  hand  to  advance  on  bottomry,  they 
were  clearly  able  to  have  done  so,  in  which  case 
there  would  have  been  no  necessity  for  the  bond. 
It  is  further  alleged  in  the  answer,  that  Messrs. 
Dunlop  had  been  informed  that  Messrs.  Brown 
were  authorized  to  receive  the  money  ;  that  Hamp- 
ton was  appointed  master  of  the  vessel  in  the  place 
of  Malcolm ;  and  that,  under  the  advice  of  Messrs. 
Brown,  advertisements  were  issued  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  money  on  bottomry  ;  that  Messrs. 
Dunlop  offered  to  lend  the  money,  and  their  offer 
was  accepted. 

ITie  remainder  of  the  answer  impeaches  the 
general  validity  of  the  bond  upon  somewhat  dif- 
ferent grounds,  by  dcnpng  the  fact  that  the  money 
'^as  bond  fide  advanced,  and  alleging  that,  instead 
<>f  paying  certain  tradesmen's  bills,  as  they  had 
undertaken  to  do,  and  to  furnish  the  master  with 
proper  vouchers  for  the  payment,  Messrs.  Dunlop 
I^ad  handed  over  receipts,  signed  not  by  those  trades- 
°^en,  but  by  their  (Messrs.  Dunlop's)  own  clerk. 

In  substance,  therefore,  two  grounds  of  defence 
^J^  stated  in  this  answer  by  way  of  invalidating  the 
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184^.        bond.     The   one    is,    that   Messrs.    Dunlop  wei 

ISlh  June.         -  i-i-i 

debtors  to  the  vessel  when  the  money  was  ac 
vanced ;  the  other,  that  they  did  not  bond  Jia 
advance  the  money  ;  that  is,  did  not  make  the  pn 
tended  payments  on  behalf  of  the  ship. 

In  order  to  make  clear  the  observations  which 
may  hereafter  have  to  make,  I  think  it  is  absolute) 
necessary  that  I  should  here  state  the  opinion  whic 
I  entertain  upon  these  two  averments  of  the  dc 
fence.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  these  averments  ar 
fit  and  proper  to  be  made ;  for  I  deem  it  to  be  a] 
undeniable  axiom  of  law,  that  no  person  is  entitle 
to  make  advances  on  bottomry,  who,  at  the  tiuw 
of  making  them,  is  a  debtor  to  the  vessel  on  who» 
account  the  advances  are  made.  I  am  well  awan 
of  the  great  difficulty  which  the  Court  will  have  t< 
encounter  in  unravelling  the  present  transaction 
both  from  the  length  of  time  which  has  elapeed 
and  from  the  multiplicity  of  the  accounts.  Thii 
difficulty  is  materially  increased,  in  the  present  case 
by  the  consideration  that  the  whole  of  the  circum 
stances  have  taken  place  in  so  distant  a  part  of  tb 
world.  Looking,  however,  to  the  averments  ii 
question,  it  is  perfectly  evident  that,  according  U 
the  whole  doctrine  of  the  Court  on  the  subject  o 
bottomry  transactions,  the  Court  cannot  eventuall] 
sustain  this  bond,  if  it  should  finallv  turn  out  tha 
Messrs.  Dunlop,  at  the  time  when  they  advancec 
the  money,  were  debtors  to  the  vessel,  or  to  th( 
parties  owning  her.  The  whole  foundation  of  the« 
bonds  is,  that  the  master  has  no  funds  or  credii 
to  raise  funds  for  the  purpose  of  extricating  the 
vessel  from  her  difficulties ;  and  it  cannot  be  trulj 
said  that  he  has  no  funds,  when  there  is  a  person 
on  the  spot  where  the  necessity  arises  who  is  in 
debt  to  the  vessel  or  her  owners,  and  who  is  com- 
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petent  and  liable  to  pay  that  debt.  It  has  been  ^^thfune 
intimated  that  the  matters  in  question  are  beyond 
the  means  of  this  Court's  investigation :  at  all 
erents,  they  are  not  beyond  its  jurisdiction,  for  they 
are  subjects  with  which  the  Court  is  in  the  constant 
habit  of  dealing. 

I  have  thought  it  expedient  to  make  these  ob- 
servations upon  the  two  averments,  upon  which  the 
defence  is  mainly  rested,  in  the  answer,  and  I  must 
here  remark,  that  the  original  defence  is  not  framed 
precisely  as  I  could  wish.  I  think  it  should  have 
been  more  precisely  stated,  in  the  first  instance, 
how  and  to  what  amount  Messrs.  Dunlop  were 
debtors  to  the  vessel.  I  will  now  advert  to  what 
has  been  stated  in  the  reply.  It  alleges  that,  at 
the  time  when  Hampton  was  appointed  master,  the 
vessel  was  extremely  deficient  in  stores  and  pro- 
visions, and  large  arrears  were  due  to  the  seamen 
for  wages,  as  well  as  to  various  tradesmen  who  had 
supplied  stores  and  necessaries,  who  might  have 
arrested  the  vessel,  and,  if  necessary,  might  have 
sold  her  for  the  payment  of  their  debts.  The  reply 
then  proceeds  to  deny  that  Messrs.  Brown  were  not 
the  general  agents  of  the  owners;  and  it  further 
alleges  that,  prior  to  the  removal  of  Malcolm  from 
the  command  of  the  vessel,  Messrs.  Dunlop  had 
paid  to  him  the  whole  amount  of  freight  due  from 
them  to  the  vessel,  as  charterers  thereof,  and  that 
they  were  not  indebted  to  the  vessel  or  the  owners 
at  or  for  some  time  prior  to  the  advancement  on 
^^ttomry  of  the  loan  which  had  been  advertised 
^^^.  This  latter  averment  is  most  important,  as 
finishing  a  direct  reply  to  the  defence  of  the 
Owners ;  for  the  answer  of  the  owners  says,  Messrs. 
I^unlop  were  indebted  at  the  time  to  the  vessel. 
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1843.        The  reply  concludes  with  some   subsidiary  state 

"^!l_  ments  respecting  the  bills  and  the  receipts,  and  i 

ThbHebi.  j^nia^i  tjjg^t  Messrs.  Dunlop  were  informed  tha 
Messrs.  Brown  were  authorized  to  receive  fron 
them  the  payment  of  the  money  in  which  the] 
were  indebted  to  the  ship  as  charterers.  Having 
stated  thus  far  the  whole  of  the  previous  proceed 
ings  in  this  cause,  I  have  now  to  consider  what  an 
the  contents  of  the  rejoinder,  respecting  which  th( 
present  discussion  arises.  In  approaching  this  con. 
sideration,  it  may  be  expedient  that  I  should  brieflj 
state  the  principles  which  are  applicable  to  a  plea 
of  this  description. 

Now,  I  apprehend  that  no  absolutely  new  mat- 
tor,  that  is,  matter  of  a  separate  and  distinct  cha- 
racter from  that  which  is  alleged  in  the  answer, 
ought  to  be  pleaded  in  a  rejoinder,  unless,  indeed, 
such  new  matter  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
party  pleading  for  the  first  time  since  the  original 
answer  was  given  in. 

Subsidiary  matter,  in  support  of  the  origina 
defence,  may  be  alleged  under  a  great  variety  o 
circumstances ;  for  instance,  when  issue  is  taken  ii 
the  original  defence,  and  averments  are  made  ii 
support  of  that  issue  which  require  to  be  contra 
dieted  or  explained;  in  such  a  case  there  is  n< 
other  mode  in  which  they  can  be  answered,  save  ii 
a  rejoinder.  How  far  do  the  contents  of  this  re 
joinder  fall  within  this  principle  ?  The  rejoindei 
sets  out  by  denying  that  Messrs.  Dunlop  were  noi 
in  any  manner  indebted  to  the  vessel  at  or  prior  t( 
the  time  when  the  pretended  advances  on  bottomr} 
were  made.  This,  it  is  true,  is  prima  facie  a  re- 
petition of  the  original  averment  in  the  answer ; 
but  at  the  same  time  it  is  also  a  denial  of  what  is 
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contained  in  the  reply.     It  then  goes  on  to  support        i848. 
this  denial,  by  particularizing  the  transactions  in      ^^^^^'*^' 
which  the  Messrs.  Dunlop  were  engaged,  as  the 
charterers  of  the  ship,  alleging  that  on  the  return 
of  the  vessel  to  Sydney  from  Manilla,  with  a  cargo 
of  sugar,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1839,  she 
was  a  second  time  chartered  by  Messrs.  Dunlop  to 
proceed  thence  to  Batavia  and  Java,  at  the  rate  of 
£220  per  month,  whereby  Messrs.  D.  became  in- 
debted to  the  vessel,  or  to  her  owners,  in  the  sum 
of  £1800  and  upwards.     I  am  of  opinion,  that  it 
is  perfectly  competent  to  the  owners  to  plead  these 
averments,  and  for  the  following  reasons :  that  it 
was  not  incumbent  upon  the  owners,  in  writing  to 
the  act  on  petition,  in  the  first  instance,  to  state  in 
their  answer  matter  subsidiary  to  the  general  aver- 
ment, that  Messrs.  Dunlop  were  indebted  to  them 
at  the  time  the  bottomry  advances  were  made.     It 
would,  indeed,  be  most  inconvenient  to  the  Court, 
in  proceedings  of  this  kind,  to  enter  into  the  details 
of  such  subsidiary  matter  in  the  answer,  when  the 
reply  of  the  party  proceeding  might  possibly  admit 
the  truth  of  the  general  averment,  and  allege  that, 
notwithstanding  such  admission,   the  law  was   in 
their  favour.      Undoubtedly,  in  the   answer,    the 
principal  ground  of  defence  upon  which  the  re- 
spondent relies,  should  be  clearly  stated ;  but  mat- 
ters merely  subsidiary  to  what  forms  that  defence, 
^iU  more  properly  be  introduced  in  the  rejoinder. 
How  then  does  this  doctrine  apply  to  this  rejoinder  ? 
The  reply  sets  forth,  that  Messrs.  Dunlop  were  not 
indebted  to  the  owners  of  the  Hebe ;  and  facts  and 
J^asons  are  stated  to  show  that  they  were  not  so 
^debted.     Surely,  then,  it  is  not  only  competent, 
"**t  absolutely  necessar),   that  the  owners  should 
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184S.        state,  in  the  present  plea,  the  important  facts  which 

^!!!!L^  they  have  alleged,  to  support  their  original  aver- 

*"*  ment.  The  rejoinder  next  proceeds  to  state  that 
the  power  of  attorney,  authorizing  Messrs.  Brown 
to  displace  Malcolm  from  the  command  of  the  ship, 
was  received  by  Brown  and  Co.,  at  Sydney,  before 
the  said  brig's  return  from  her  voyage  to  Java,  and 
that  if  Messrs.  Dunlop  really  paid  any  portion  of 
the  freight  due  by  them  on  account  of  the  said  voy- 
age, to  the  said  Malcolm,  it  was  after  the  brig's 
return,  and  when  they  well  knew  that  the  said 
Brown  and  Co.  had  become  the  authorized  agents 
of  the  owners,  and  were  invested  with  a  special 
authority  to  displace  Malcolm,  the  former  master. 
This,  I  think,  is  an  admissible  averment,  as  meet- 
ing the  statement  distinctly  set  up  in  the  reply, 
that,  in  the  payment  of  the  debt  as  charterers,  they 
had,  prior  to  the  removal  of  Malcolm,  paid  to  him 
the  whole  amount  of  the  freight  due  from  them  to 
the  said  brig.  With  respect  to  the  remaining  aver- 
ment, that  in  the  month  of  February,  1840,  prior 
to  the  ship's  return  from  Java,  James  Turner, 
brother  of  one  of  the  owners  of  the  ship,  who  was 
then  at  Sydney,  at  the  instance  of  the  owners,  had 
an  interview  with  Messrs.  Dunlop,  and  then  cau- 
tioned Messrs.  Dunlop  not  to  make  any  further 
advances  to  Malcolm,  the  then  master.  I  think 
this  averment  is  also  entitled  to  be  admitted  as 
corroborative  of  the  former  averment,  that  Messrs. 
Dunlop  were  forewarned  against  making  any  jFur- 
ther  payment  to  the  master.  Upon  the  whole, 
then,  I  think  that  the  rejoinder  is  entitled  to  be 
admitted.  I  am  well  aware  that  an  increase  of  ex- 
pense and  delay  may  ensue  from  this  further  in- 
vestigation,  but  it   is   abundantly  clear   that  the 
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party  has  a  perfect  right  to  make  good  his  defence        i84s 


ISlh  June. 
The  Hebc 


by  these  averments,  and  that  they  are  necessary 
and  called  for  by  the  reply. 

Haggard.     My  party  must  have  time  to  answer 
these  matters. 

Per  Curiam. 
If  I  am  furnished  with  an  affidavit  that,  for  the 
purposes  of  justice,  it  is  necessary  to  answer  them,  I 
will  allow  time. 


THE  SOCIEDADE  FELIZ.    Joao  de   Souza     \fuhjune. 
Campos. 

TPHE  facts  of  this  case  have  been  already  re-  €««»  of  claims 
ported  (a),  and  the  question,  which  was  a  claim  ofiiuve^^ 
to  share  in  the  capture  of  a  Brazilian  slave  ship  J^^*^*tSie 
condemned  by  the   Mixed  Commission  Court   at  P*?°/^?^f»^^ 

^  -I  1  •  blished  m  the 

Sierra  Leone,  was  now  argued  upon  the  merits.         Prize  Court  of 

Admiralty  with 

In  support  of  the  claim,  Addams  and  Robertson  J^j^t'capwre 
submitted —  '"  ^°« "' "" ' 

8ubject«  how* 

That  the  evidence  in  the  cause  fully  and  satis-  ever,  to  such 
fectorily  established,  that  when  the  prize  was  first  fhi^Stf^ti^n 
seen,  and  the  Harlequin  was  about  to  give  chase,  ^^^^  ^®" 
the  Forester  was  signalled  from  that  vessel  to  re-  may  create? 
main  behind  and  pick  up  the  Harlequin's  boats.  <ta,)  where,  in 
That  this  signal  was  admitted  by  Lord  R  Russell,  '^^^^^c^^ 
the  commanding  officer  of  the  Harlequin,  to  have  1°^°*"*^^"** 
been  made  by  his  directions ;  and  all  opportunity  ^leiy  by  the 
of    actual    co-operation   in    the    chase  was    thus  leasing  w^t-'^ 


taken  away  from  the  Forester,  by  the  order  which  "^p^cipi 
Lieutenant  Bond  was  bound  to  obey.      That  in  to^hatwuicon- 

,  i_       -I  stitute  associa- 

obeying  that  order,  and  picking  up  the  boats,  as  tion  between 
(a)  Ante,  Vol.  I.  303. 
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1843.        directed,  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  Forester  ren- 
isih  une.     jgj.gj  g^  virtual  assistance  to  the  Harlequin,  and,  in 


^""f^™^"*  expediting   the  movements   of   that  vessel,  which 

»hip«ofwar.  would  otherwise  have  been  delayed,  greatly  faciU- 

givOT  b/a^w-  tated  the  speedy  capture  of  the  prize.     That  it  was 

fa?o/offi^rX  °^*   disputed    that   the   Forester  was   actually  in 

which  the  latter  sight  of  the  prfzo  at  the  commencement  of  the 

joining  with  hu  chasc ;   and  although  there  was  no  direct  evidence 

diaseofasLve  ^  show  that  shc  was  sccu  from  the  prize  at  the 

l&arffcap^  *^^®  *'^®  capture  was  made,  this  fact  was  fairly  to 

lured  by  the  bc  inferred  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 

vessel  of  the 

former.   Held,    the  chasc  havlug  bccu  confined  to  the  distance  of 
jtb^'ci^JSre**'     oJ^ly  iiioe  or  ten  miles  from  the  place  where  the 
""Tch^^to^   prize  was  first  descried.    Lastly,  that  the  Forester 
joint  capture       was  both  able  and  willing  to  have  joined  in  the 
slave-ship  being  chasc,  had  shc  uot  bccu  prevented  by  the  order  m 
^wib!*^ht°of  question  ;   and  being  a  ship  of  war  expressly  fitted 
*^^^™*°^       out  and  employed  for  the  purpose  of  capturing  ves- 
sels engaged  in  the  slave  trade,   the  animtis  ca- 
piendi  in  regard  to  the  condemned  slave  ship  was 
to  be  presumed.     That  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,    therefore,    the  Forester  was  entitled  to 
share  as  joint  captor;    and  it  would  be  a  great 
hardship  upon  the  officers  and  crew  of  that  vessel, 
that  they  should  be  deprived  of  their  title  by  their 
obedience  to  the  commands  of  Lord  F.  Russell. 

Qtieen^s  Advocate  and  Bayfordy  contra. — 
That  there  was  no  proof  of  that  association  and 
active  co-operation  on  the  part  of  the  Forester, 
which  would  entitle  that  vessel  to  share  as  joint 
captor.  That  imder  the  principles  laid  down  in 
the  case  of  the  Aviso,  questions  of  this  kind  were 
to  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  were  adopted 
in  cases  of  prize  capture  in  time  of  war ;  and  by 
those  rules  it  was  requisite  that  there  should  be  an 
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actual  co-operation  in  the  capture,  or  at  least  a  con-        isis. 
structive  assistance  by  intimidating  the  prize,  in  _  ^^'*  '^""^" 


order  to  entitle  a  vessel  to  share  as  joint  captor.  ^""1^,'"^''" 
That  whatever  might  be  the  hardship  upon  the  Fo- 
rester, that  she  was  prevented  from  joining  in  the 
chase  by  the   order  to  pick  up   the   Harlequin's 
boats,   the  obedience  of  Lieutenant  Bond  to  this 
order  would  not  entitle  the  Forester  to  share  upon 
this  consideration  alone,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Financier.    That  in  delivering  his  judgment  in  that 
3ase,  Lord  Stowell  said,  "  It  may,  perhaps,  be  a 
tiardship,  that  this  vessel  should  lose  the  benefit  of 
joining  in  the  prize,  in  consequence  of  the  orders 
she  received  to  pick  up  the  boats  of  another  ship, 
!>y  which  service  she  was  delayed.      The  answer 
vhich  must  be  given  to  those  who  entertain  such 
in  opinion  is,  that  it  is  the  first  duty  of  the  king's 
jfficers  to  obey  the  lawful  commands  of  their  su- 
)eriors,  and  that  views  of  mere  private  advantage 
ire  of  secondary  consideration  only,  and  must  give 
vay  to  the  imperative  requisitions  of   the   public 
ervice/'     That  the  circumstances  of  the  two  cases 
^ere  analogous,  and  this  dictum  and  final  decision 
f  Lord  Stowell  forcibly  applied  in  the  present  case, 
rhat  with  respect  to  the  animiis  capiendif  on  the 
>art   of  the  Forester,    the  presumption  was  that 
here  was  no  such  intention  on  the  part  of  that  ves- 
el ;  and  this  was  clearly  shown  by  the  declaration 
f  Lieutenant  Bond  himself,  at  the  time,  "  that  the 
essel  descried  was  not  a  slaver,  and  not  a  prize." 
^stly,  that  the  only  evidence  in  support  of  the 
forester's  claim,  was   the  testimony  of  releasing 
itnesses ;   and  it  had  been  laid  down,  in  former 
ases,  that  such  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sustain 
claim  of  joint  capture.     The  learned  counsel,  in 
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184S.        directed,  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  Forester  rea- 
^^'     dered  a  virtual  assistance  to  the  Harlequin,  and,  in 


"*Fm^^^  expediting  the  movements  of  that  vessel,  which 
»hip«ofwar.  would  otherwise  have  been  delayed,  greatly  facili- 
given  b/a^8u-  tatcd  the  speedy  capture  of  the  prize.  That  it  was 
fet7offi^"r!by  °^t  disputed  that  the  Forester  was  actually  in 
which  the  latter    sight  of  the  prizc  at  the  commencement  of  the 

was  prevented  ^^  ^ 

joining  with  his    chasc ;   and  although  there  was  no  direct  evidence 
diase  of  a  slave   ^  show  that  shc  was  sccu  from  the  prize  at  the 
S^arff ca^    *^™^  ^^^  capture  was  made,  this  fact  was  fairly  to 
lured  by  the       bc  inferred  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
former.   Held,    the  chasc  haviug  been  confined  to  the  distance  of 
joint ^pture^^     ouly  nine  or  ten  miles  from  the  place  where  the 
""TcSi^to^   P^^^^  ^^^  ^^^*  descried.    Lastly,  that  the  Forester 
joint  capture       was  both  able  and  willing  to  have  joined  in  the 
sUve-ship  being  chasc,  had  she  not  been  prevented  by  the  order  in 
rawib8^ht°of  question  ;  and  being  a  ship  of  war  expressly  fitted 
t^^mant       Qut  and  employed  for  the  purpose  of  capturing  ves- 
sels engaged  in  the  slave  trade,   the  animus  ca- 
piendi  in  regard  to  the  condemned  slave  ship  was 
to  be  presumed.     That  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,    therefore,    the  Forester  was  entitled  to 
share  as  joint  captor;    and  it  would  be  a  great 
hardship  upon  the  oflScers  and  crew  of  that  vessel, 
that  they  should  be  deprived  of  their  title  by  their 
obedience  to  the  commands  of  Lord  F.  Russell. 

QueerHs  Advocate  and  Bayford^  contra. — 
That  there  was  no  proof  of  that  association  and 
active  co-operation  on  the  part  of  the  Forester, 
which  would  entitle  that  vessel  to  share  as  joint 
captor.  That  imder  the  principles  laid  down  in 
the  case  of  the  Aviso,  questions  of  this  kind  were 
to  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  were  adopted 
in  cases  of  prize  capture  in  time  of  war ;  and  by 
those  rules  it  was  requisite  that  there  should  be  an 
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actual  co-operation  in  the  capture,  or  at  least  a  con-        isis. 
structive  assistance  by  intimidating  the  prize,  in      ^^'^  ^"^'^^ 
order  to  entitle  a  vessel  to  share  as  joint  captor.  ^""1^,"°^'*" 
That  whatever  might  be  the  hardship  upon  the  Fo- 
rester, that  she  was  prevented  from  joining  in  the 
chase  by  the   order  to   pick  up   the   Harlequin's 
boats,  the  obedience  of  Lieutenant  Bond  to  this 
order  would  not  entitle  the  Forester  to  share  upon 
this  consideration  alone,  under  the  authority  of  the 
Financier.    That  in  delivering  his  judgment  in  that 
case,  Lord  Stowell  said,  "  It  may,  perhaps,   be  a 
hardship,  that  this  vessel  should  lose  the  benefit  of 
joining  in  the  prize,  in  consequence  of  the  orders 
she  received  to  pick  up  the  boats  of  another  ship, 
by  which  service  she  was  delayed.      The  answer 
which  must  be  given  to  those  who  entertain  such 
an  opinion  is,  that  it  is  the  first  duty  of  the  king's 
officers  to  obey  the  lawful  commands  of  their  su- 
periors, and  that  views  of  mere  private  advantage 
are  of  secondary  consideration  only,  and  must  give 
Way  to  the  imperative  requisitions  of   the   public 
service.'*     That  the  circumstances  of  the  two  cases 
Were  analogous,  and  this  dictum  and  final  decision 
of  Lord  Stowell  forcibly  applied  in  the  present  case. 
That  with  respect  to  the  animus  capiendo  on  the 
part  of  the  Forester,    the  presumption  was  that 
there  was  no  such  intention  on  the  part  of  that  ves- 
^1;  and  this  was  clearly  shown  by  the  declaration 
^f  Lieutenant  Bond  himself,  at  the  time,  "  that  the 
Vessel  descried  was  not  a  slaver,  and  not  a  prize." 
^stly,  that  the  only  evidence  in  support  of  the 
forester's   claim,  was   the  testimony  of  releasing 
^blesses ;   and  it  had  been  laid  down,  in  former 
^^8,  that  such  evidence  was  insufficient  to  sustain 
^  claim  of  joint  capture.     The  learned  counsel,  in 


158  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

184A  support  of  the  arguments,  cited  the  cases  of  the 
Fadrelandet,  5  Rob.  120;  Drie  Gebroeders,  5  Rob. 
339;  theU 
Acton,  128. 


iSthJune* 


'^"f^^'*"  339;  the  Union,  1  Dodson,  346;  the  Nordstera, 


Addams  and  Robertson^  in  reply — 
That  the  fair  inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  evi- 
dence  upon  the  facts  of  the  case  was,  that  the  Fo- 
rester was  seen  from  the  prize  at  the  time  of  the 
chase,  and  if  so,  intimidation  was  to  be  presumed; 
and  that  would  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the  Forester 
to  share,  imder  the  principles  adopted  in  cases  of  cap- 
ture in  time  of  war.  That  it  frequently  happened, 
during  the  war,  that  a  prize  was  taken  by  a  vessel  of 
one  squadron,  in  the  presence  of  another  ship,  at- 
tached to  an  entirely  different  squadron,  and  under  a 
totally  different  command ;  yet,  provided  an  intimi- 
dation upon  the  prize  was  effected  by  the  presence  of 
such  ship,  the  claims  of  the  officers  and  crew  to 
share  as  joint  captors  had  been  over  and  over  again 
allowed,  although  no  direct  association  existed  be- 
tween the  two  vessels.  With  respect  to  the  argumeot, 
that  the  commanding  officer  of  the  Forester  had 
abandoned  the  animus  capiendij  the  evidence  in 
support  of  this  assertion  was  inferential  only,  being 
derived  from  the  opinion  expressed  by  Lieutenant 
Bond,  that  the  chase  was  not  a  slaver ;  and  such 
an  opinion,  even  if  expressed,  was  no  proof  that  he 
would  not,  if  required,  have  co-operated  in  the 
chase  and  capture  in  question,  more  especially 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  when  the  con- 
trary is  expressly  averred  upon  oath  by  the  several 
witnesses  who  have  been  examined  in  support  of 
the  Forester's  claim. 

Lastly,  that  with  regard  to  the  objection  that  the 
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laim  of  the  Forester  rested  entirely  upon  the  evi-     13^®^^ 
lence  of  releasing  witnesses,  the  objection  was  suffi-  j^^  sociedape 
iendy  answered  by  the  reasoning  and  the  decision        Feui. 
f  Lord  Stowell,  in  the  case  of  the  Galen. 

Judgment — Dr.  Lushington.  znd  August. 

This  vessel  was  condemned  by  the  British  and  Bra- 
ilian  Mixed  Commission  Court,  at  Sierra  Leone,  as 
Dgaged  in  the  slave  trade,  and  a  claim  is  now  set 
p  on  behalf  of  Her  Majesty's  brig  Forester  to 
bare  with  the  Harlequin,  the  actual  captor,  in  a 
X)iety  of  the  proceeds,  and  also  in  the  bounty  which 
J  given  by  Act  of  Parliament  When  the  ques- 
ioa  was  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the 
Wt  in  the  first  instance,  I  expressed  my  concur- 
ence  in  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Stowell, 
Q  the  case  of  the  Aviso,  that  the  rules  which  go- 
emed  cases  of  joint  capture  in  the  time  of  war 
hould  be  applied  to  questions  of  this  description, 
Ipon  further  reflection,  I  feel  no  disposition  to 
lepart  from  that  opinion.  At  the  same  time,  I  am 
Qdined  to  think,  and  so,  I  conceive,  was  Lord 
itowell  in  delivering  his  judgment  in  the  case  of 
he  Aviso,  that  in  questions  of  slave  capture,  cases 
Day  arise  which  could  not  be  rigidly  and  strictly 
[ovemed  by  the  same  rules  which  are  applicable 
0  joint  capture  in  time  of  war.  Between  the  two 
Inscriptions  of  cases,  essential  distinctions  will  occa- 
ionally  be  found,  which  must  preclude  the  applica- 
ion  of  the  same  identical  rules.  For  example,  in 
nany  instances  of  slave  capture,  it  would,  I  con- 
nive, be  productive  of  much  positive  injustice  to 
irforce  the  application  of  the  rule,  that  a  claim  to 
We  as  joint  captor  should  not  be  supported  by 
^  evidence  of  releasing  witnesses  alone. 
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184S.  What  is  the  foundation  of  the  rule  in  questio 

-^ — "^  '  It  is  this :  that  in  all  ordinary  cases  of  prize  c; 
Feu*.  ture,  unexceptionable  testimony  may  be  procui 
aliunde^  viz.,  the  evidence  of  the  persons  on  boj 
the  captured  vessel.  In  cases  of  slave  captn 
when  the  condemnation  takes  place  before  l 
Mixed  Commission  Court,  it  is  obvious  that  si 
evidence,  in  a  great  majority  of  instances,  coi 
not  be  possibly  obtained.  The  present  case, 
appears  to  me,  is  a  case  of  this  description;  a 
for  this  reason  I  cannot  feel  justified  in  sustaini 
the  argument  which  has  been  pressed  by  the  coun 
for  the  actual  captor,  that  the  claim  of  the  Fores 
must  altogether  fail,  because  there  is  no  evidei 
in  its  support  but  that  of  releasing  witnesses, 
do  not  feel  that  the  reasoning,  upon  which  tl 
opinion  is  founded,  requires  any  authority  to  susb 
it ;  it  is  founded  upon  a  natural  principle  of  equ 
and  justice.  That  in  order  to  establish  a  le| 
claim,  such  proof  cannot  be  legally  required  tu 
sine  qua  noriy  which,  according  to  the  ordinj 
rules  of  probability,  cannot  be  produced.  If 
were  necessary  to  cite  authorities  to  confirm  t 
position,  the  case  of  the  Galen,  which  was  adven 
to  in  the  argument,  would,  I  apprehend,  suppl; 
sufficient  confirmation.  I  do  not  see  any  matei 
difference  between  that  case  and  the  present  ca 
For  although  the  case  of  the  Galen  was  an  ordini 
prize  transaction,  the  rules  and  principles  of  c 
dence  which  were  adopted  in  that  case  may 
equally  applied  in  the  present  instance. 

I  will  now  advert  to  another  consideration  in  ti 
case,  which  has  a  material  and  important  beari 
upon  the  claim  which  has  been  set  up  on  behalf 
the  Forester,  viz.,  Whether  or  not  there  was  up 
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tbe  present  occasion  any  association  between  the        i84S. 
Forester  and  the  Harlequin  ?  and  if  there  was  any  ^ — 

_  1  •    ,.  1     ,  •,       J  •    i-  J        *    TheSocmdam 

such  association,  what  was  its  description  and  ex-  fh.,,. 
tent?  I  greatly  regret  that  the  case  is  left  so 
entirely  bare  of  evidence  upon  this  important  psur- 
ticular.  In  the  case  of  the  Aviso,  which  has  beett 
referred  to.  Lord  Stowell,  I  find,  held,  and  that 
without  doubt  or  hesitation,  that  where  vessels 
were  united  together  for  the  suppression  of  the 
illegal  traffic  in  slaves,  such  union  was  an  as^ 
sociation  in  the  legal  construction  of  that  phrase. 
The  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  Aviso  I 
presume  to  be,  (for  under  existing  circumstances  it 
is  little  more  than  a  guess,)  that  in  the  latter  case 
one  of  the  vessels,  the  Bann,  had  received  special 
orders  from  the  Admiralty  to  put  herself  under  the 
command  of  the  Maidstone.  In  the  present  case, 
it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence  before  the 
Court  that  any  such  directions  were  given.  Both 
vessels,  the  Harlequin  and  the  Forester,  it  ap- 
pears,  were  furnished  with  special  orders  from  the 
Admiralty  to  suppress  the  illicit  traffic  in  slaves ; 
but  beyond  this,  as  the  case  is  laid  before  the 
Court,  no  further  directions  seem  to  have  been 
given.  It  has  indeed  been  stated,  that  Lord 
Prancis  Russell  was  the  senior  commanding  officer 
of  the  Sierra  Leone  division  of  the  squadron  on 
the  western  coast  of  Africa.  But  the  most  im-' 
portant  point  has  been  left  entirely  unnoticed,  viz., 
whether,  as  senior  officer  on  the  station,  Lord 
Francis  Russell  had  or  had  not  the  general  control 
^d  superintendence  of  the  movements  of  the  Fo- 
rester, and  whether  she  acted  under  his  orders  or 
^t  Had  such  an  union  been  proved  by  e\u 
^euce,  I  should  have  held  that  it  fell  within  the 

VOL.  II.  M 


J 62  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1848,        legal  definition  of  association  laid  down  by  Loi 

2ndAyguii.    gj^^^n  jjj  j^jg  observations  in  the  case  of  the  Avisc 

*Fn»!*^^*  and   such   an   association   would   have  material 

strengthened  the  claim  of  the  Forester  upon  tl 

present  occasion. 

Looking  to  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  I  regp 
to  say  that  no  such  union  or  association  is  est 
blished  •,  and  in  the  absence  of  legal  proof  to  th 
eflfect,  I  cannot  assume  it.  I  dwell  more  part 
cularly  upon  this  point,  because,  according  to  m 
own  knowledge  of  the  proceedings  upon  the  coai 
of  Africa,  the  contrary  is  the  most  probable. 

In  determining  this  case,  therefore,  I  miri 
whether  the  fact  be  so  or  not,  consider  that  the  tn 
vessels  were  acting  independently  of  each  other 
although  both  having  the  same  object  in  view,  h\ 
not  associated  for  the  common  purpose.  Tki 
meeting  accidentally,  the  senior  officer  would  ha^ 
the  right  to  give  orders  in  any  incidental  tran 
action  in  which  the  two  vessels  might  be  engag( 
together,  but  that  he  would  possess  no  authori 
over  the  general  conduct  of  the  Forester.  Up 
this  basis,  then,  I  will  now  proceed  to  the  forth 
examination  of  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  ti 
vessels,  it  appears,  were  lying  together  off  Cai 
Pahnas.  The  captured  vessel  was  descried 
both,  and  the  Harlequin  went  in  chase,  but  t 
Forester  did  not.  So  far  the  facts  of  the  case  ia 
undisputed.  The  question  here  arises,  if  any  ai 
what  orders  were  given  by  Lord  Francis  Russt 
to  Lieutenant  Bond,  who  had  the  command  of  t' 
Forester.  Upon  this  point  there  is  a  very  gre 
conflict  of  evidence.  On  the  part  of  the  Forestc 
it  is  alleged  that  orders  were  issued  to  her 
remain  at  anchor  until  the  Harlequin  retunie 
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This  statement  is  denied  on  the  part  of  the  Har-  isia. 
lequin ;  but  Lord  Francis  Russell,  it  is  to  be  ^'^^^^g*^- 
observed,  himself  admits  that  he  ordered  the  Fo-  '^"'l^^^'* 
rester  to  remain,  and  pick  up  his  boats.  This 
order,  which  the  Forester  was  bound  to  obey,  and 
which  she  did  obey,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  most  im- 
portant ingredient  in  the  case.  What  is  the  legal 
effect  of  such  an  order?  Is  it  not  a  rendering 
assistance  to  the  Harlequin  towards  the  capture  of 
the  slaver?  Could  the  Harlequin  have  gone  in 
chase  if  the  Forester  had  not  be^n  there,— at  least 
until  she  had  picked  up  her  boats  ?  I  have  but 
little  hesitation  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
she  could  not  If  the  fact  be  so,  the  practical 
effect  of  the  Forester's  obedience  to  the  order  in 
question  was  to  accelerate  the  operations  of  the 
Harlequin,  and  consequently  to  contribute  some 
assistance  towards  the  speedy  chasing  and  final 
capture  of  the  prize.  The  order  so  given  by  Lord 
Francis  Russell  was  not  alien  from  the  object  which 
he  had  in  view,  viz.,  the  capture  of  the  vessel  which 
was  descried.  On  the  contrary,  the  order  was  di* 
reedy  auxiliary,  and  the  performance  of  the  order 
Was  co-operative  to  the  attaiament  of  the  object 
proposed.  The  present  is,  in  this  respect,  widely 
distiDguishable  from  the  case  of  a  superior  officer 
giving  orders  for  a  separate  and  distinct  service, 
^necessarily  removing  the  ship  from  the  scene  of 
^fetation. 

Now»  if  to  the  circumstance  to  which  I  have  just 
Verted,  there  should  be  added  proof  of  sight 
tt  the  time  of  the  capture,  and  the  possibility  of 
^Forester^s  joining  in  the  chase  and  capture, 
'nJess  prevented  by  the  order  of  Lord  Francis 
Eossellt  I  <^n^  clearly  of  opinion  that  these  facts, 
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i8is.        taken  together,  would  constitute  a  sufficient  daiifl 
; — ^  ^'^^'     to  entitle  the  Forester  to  share  in  the  money  to  be 
distributed. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  sight,  the  import 
ant  point  always  is  whether  the  captured  vessel  sa^ 
or  could  see  the  vessel  claiming  to  share ;  and  thii 
point,  in  the  absence  of  direct  testimony  from  « 
board  the  captured  vessel,  must  of  necessity  be  mad< 
out  by  inference.  In  the  present  instance,  there  is,  1 
think,  no  reasonable  ground  to  doubt  that  the  So 
ciedade  Feliz  saw  the  Forester  in  the  morning  of  th< 
day  on  which  the  capture  was  effected.  Mr.  Marriott 
a  witness  on  behalf  of  Lord  Francis  Russell,  and  o 
the  Harlequin,  states  that  even  at  the  time  of  tb 
capture,  after  a  chase  varying  in  duration  (accord 
ing  to  the  different  statements)  from  one  hour  an 
a  half  to  two  hours  and  a  half,  the  distance  betweo 
the  Sociedade  Feliz  and  the  Forester  was  only  froi 
eight  to  ten  miles.  That  the  Forester  saw  the  & 
ciedade  Feliz  is  beyond  all  dispute  ;  and  althougl 
from  circumstances  stated  in  the  evidence,  ther 
might  have  been  greater  difficulty  in  the  Sociedad 
Feliz  seeing  the  Forester  at  the  time  of  the  captun 
there  is,  I  conceive,  sufficient  reason  to  conclud 
that  the  Forester  might  have  been  seen  ;  and  I  ai 
disposed  to  hold  that  this  would  be  sufficient  wher 
sight,  at  an  earlier  period,  is  established. 

It  is  not,  I  apprehend,  absolutely  necessary,  unde 
the  circumstances  here  stated,  that  sight,  at  th 
actual  time  of  the  capture,  should  be  proved, 
am  inclined  to  think  that  such  proof  is  unnecessar 
where  detention  in  the  service  of  the  actual  captc 
is  completely  established,  as  it  is  in  the  preset 
instance. 

It  has,  however,  been  contended  iji  argument,  b 
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another  ground  of  objection  to  the  Forester's  claim,  i84s. 
that  the  Forester  from  her  disabled  condition,  and  ^^  August. 
the  sickly  state  of  her  crew,  could  not  have  pro-  ^""1^'"*"' 
secuted  the  chase,  even  if  her  commander  had  de- 
sired it  Looking  to  the  evidence  before  me,  I  do 
not  think  that  this  averment  is  borne  out  in  proof. 
On  the  contrary,  in  my  judgment,  the  result  of  the 
evidence  tends  to  show  that  that  vessel  was  lying 
at  single  anchor  at  the  time;  and  although  some 
of  her  crew  might  be  sick,  she  had  on  board  a 
sufficient  number  of  healthy  persons  to  have  ena- 
bled her  to  make  sail,  and  to  have  effected  this 
capture,  if  it  had  been  necessary  for  her  to  proceed 
in  chase,  and  if  she  had  not  been  kept  back  by  the 
orders  of  Lord  Francis  Russell,  to  which  I  have 
adverted.  I  must  now  briefly  refer  to  the  last 
remaining  point  which  has  been  urged  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Harlequin,  namely,  the  asserted 
declaration  of  Lieutenant  Bond,  that  the  vessel 
descried  was  not  a  slave  ship,  and  not  a  prize. 
This  declaration,  it  has  been  contended,  clearly 
shows  that  the  commander  of  the  Forester  had  no 
intention  to  chase,  and  that  the  absence  of  such 
intention  on  his  part  is  fatal  to  the  claim  of  joint 
capture  which  has  been  set  up.  Now,  assuming 
the  declaration  to  have  been  made  as  stated,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  such  a  declaration,  made  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  after  the  order  had  been 
'^ived  to  pick  up  the  boats,  could  not  produce 
tlje  effect  which  is  ascribed  to  it.  The  expression 
of  such  an  opinion  does  not  necessarily  show  an 
absence  of  an  animtis  capiendi;  and  it  certainly 
^ds  nothing  to  the  admitted  fact  that  the  Forester 
^d  not  join  in  the  chase,  the  effect  of  which  fact  I 
'^ave  already  taken  into  my  consideration. 
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I84S.  In  the  investigation  of  the  transaction  under  con- 

2nd  jjuguti.    gijgyg^tjQ^^  J  ijg^yg  QQt  attempted  to  reconcile  the 

"*FfLi^^*  discrepance  in  the  evidence  upon  this  partoftbe 
transaction,  and  upon  other  matters.  It  is  unne- 
cessary that  I  should  do  so ;  and  I  gladly  forbear 
from  taking  upon  myself  a  task  which  I  shonld 
despair  to  accomplish  satisfactorily.  My  judgment 
will  he  founded  upon  the  facts  which  I  consider 
to  he  estahlished  hy  the  evidence  on  both  sides. 
Looking  at  these  facts,  I  hold  that  the  Forester 
is  entitled  to  share.  I  am  most  desirous  that  it 
should  he  distinctly  understood,  that  my  decision 
is  founded  upon  the  union  and  combination  of  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  not  upon  ihe 
one  or  the  other  of  them  singly. 

I  am  also  further  desirous  that  it   should  be 
understood  that,  in  forming  my  decision,  I  have 
not  ventured  to  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  one 
point  which  has  been  raised  in  the  argument,  viz.? 
That  the  Forester  was  bound  not  to  chase  without 
an  order  from  the  senior  officer  on  the  station ;  and 
that  having  remained  at  anchor,  as  it  were,  by  com- 
pulsion, in  consequence  of  no  such  order  having 
been  given,  she  was  upon  this  account  entitled  to 
share.    This  is  an  important  point,  which  I  am  not 
called  upon  to  determine  upon  the  present  occasion^ 
and  I  therefore  leave  it  untouched,  as  a  point  whicb 
may  be  fully  open  to  discussion  upon  any  futur^ 
occasion. 

For  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  I  am  ^= 
opinion  that  the  Forester  is  entitled  to  share  5- 
the  proceeds  of  this  capture ;  and  as  the  questic^ 
which  has  been  raised  was  a  question  requiring 
very  deliberate  consideration,  I  think  the  expens^ 
on  both  sides  should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds. 
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THE  BETSEY.     Thompson.  i84s. 

20ihJufy. 


"^HIS  was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  the  Agreement 
owners  and  crew  of  the  steam  vessel  Copeland,  m^ter^Sf t* 
r  services  rendered  to  the  above  ship,  under  the  feamtug.to 

1        •  •  rm  t  r-i  tow  a  damaged 

iowmg  circumstances.     The  steam  vessel  Cope-  vessel  from  the 

i«.  M    A     t    •       .t  .•."  Queen's  Cban- 

lo,  it  was  stated  m  the  act  on  petition,  was,  on  neiupto  Lon- 
5  evening  of  the  15th   of  January  last,   nearly  ^if^^je 
posite  Margate,   making  for   the  Foreland,   in  ^y  the  master 

J         X       X    1  1     1  t  -        1       .  1  .1         and  crew  of  the 

aer  to  take  shelter  under  it  dunng  the  night,  steam  tug  to 
len,  about  half-past  three,  p.m.,  the  wind  blowing  v?ce7ntj*^slfvl 
smart  breeze  from  the  w.,  she  descried  a  brig  S^n'X^iea 
ling  at  anchor  in  the  Queen's  Channel,  at  the  that  the  original 
stance  of  three  or  four  miles,  with  her  ensign  been  cancelled 
iflted  as  a  signal  for  assistance.     The  master  of  ^Tdreum/'" 
B  Copeland,  having  steered  towards  her,  found  ''^"^n^iy*^*"^ 
r  to  be  the  Betsey,  the  vessel  proceeded  against ;  fed  which  ren- 
d  on  going  alongside,  he  was  informed  by  the  n^i^nt  no^iofi^ 
rsons  on  board  that,  in  consequence  of  having  ^*"ciafmofthe 
en  exposed  to  violent  gales,  she  was  in  a  leaky  ^J^J"  °r«'- 
adition,  with  her  sails  torn  and  very  much  da-  sum  if  ^so, 
iged,  and  that  her  crew  were  in  an  exhausted  I!^ndered  in  act 
ite.     An  agreement  was  made  by  the  master  of  no^c!ld*fon°" 
e  Copeland  to  tow  her  to  London  at  daylight  on 
e  following  morning,  for  the  sum  of  £50 ;  and 
B  Copeland  then  left  her,  and  ran  under  Broad- 
lirs  for  the  night.     About  five,  a.m.,  of  the  fol- 
ding morning,  the  Copeland  got  under  weigh,  and 
a  out  towards  the  Betsey ;  but  the  wind,  which 
d  increased  during   the   night,   blowing  hard, 
companied  with  thick  snow,  the  brig  was  not 
scovered  until  daybreak,  when  the  steamer  imme- 
Btely  went  alongside,  and  found  that  during  the 
ght  she  had  been  compelled  to  drop  her  second 
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1843.  anchor.  It  being  found  impossible  to  get  up  both 
^'  her  anchors,  the  crew  of  the  Betsey  slipped  one, 
and  in  order  to  save  the  other,  the  crew  of  the 
Copeland  passed  a  new  eight-inch  hawser  on  board 
the  brig,  which  had  none  sufficiently  strong  for  the 
purpose,  and  immediately  began  to  tow  ahead. 

At  this  time  a  large  East  Indiaman,  which  ww 
lying  at  anchor  higher  up  the  river,  hoisted  a  signal 
to  the  Copeland  for  assistance;  but  as  the  brig 
could  not  dispense  with  her  services,  the  signal  was 
not  attended  to.  After  towing  ahead  for  about 
half  an  hour,  the  anchor  of  the  Betsey  was  with 
difficulty  raised,  and  as  the  weather  threatened  to 
become  worse,  and  the  brig's  bows  were  at  the  time 
frequently  under  water,  the  master  of  the  Copeland 
advised  the  master  of  the  Betsey  to  run  into  Rama- 
gate  Harbour  for  shelter ;  but  the  said  master  ex- 
pressing his  desire  to  proceed,  the  Copeland  con- 
tinued to  tow  the  brig.  The  act  on  petition  then 
further  set  forth  in  detail  the  danger  of  the  brig, 
and  the  difficulties  encountered  by  the  steamer  in 
performing  the  service  towards  the  Betsey.  That 
in  consequence  of  the  storminess  of  the  weather 
they  were  obliged  to  put  into  Ramsgate  Harbour, 
where  the  Copeland  was  detained  in  the  service  of 
the  salvors  during  a  whole  night. 

The  main  facts  of  the  case,  as  stated  by  the  salvors, 
were  not  denied  in  the  answer  of  the  owners.  They 
made  a  tender  of  £50  in  acts  of  Court,  and  their 
defence  was  simply  rested  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  tender  so  made,  it  being  the  sum  originally 
agreed  upon  with  the  master  of  the  Copeland. 

The  reply  of  the  Copeland,  in  answer  to  the 
alleged  agreement,  stated,  that  when  the  Copeland 
approached  within  hail  of  the  brig,  on  the  morning 
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he  l6th,  Murray,  the  master  of  the  steamer,        isisi. 

ed  the  master  of  the  brig,  and  informed  him    J^'*  "^^^^ 

it  was  as  much  as  the  steamer  could  do,  in  the 

ing  state  of  the  weather,  to  take  care  of  her- 

and  advised  him  to  slip  and  run  for  shelter  to 

isgate.     That  upon  the  master  of  the  brig  then 

ig  him  to  fulfil  his  contract,   the  said  J.  M. 

ed  he  could  not,  and  would  not,  undertake  it 

pding  to  the  agreement  of  the  preceding  even- 

viz.,  £50,     That  the  master  of  the  brig  then 

Dsed  that  the  agreement  should  be  cancelled, 

that  the  Copeland  should  endeavour  to  take 

Betsey  either  to  London  or  to  some  place  of 

7- 

le  whole  of  this  averment  was  denied  in  a  re- 
en  The  value  of  the  ship^  cargo,  and  freight, 
£2,893. 

Judgment— 2>r.  Lushington. 

this  case,  the  plea  in  the  original  act  on  pe- 
i  is  confined  to  a  claim  for  salvage,  in  which 
promoters  of  the  suit  allege  that  they  have  dis- 
ced their  duty  to  the  vessel,  and  that  the  ten- 
of  £50,  which  has  been  offered,  is  an  insuf- 
it  remuneration.  The  case,  therefore,  in  the 
instance,  assumes  the  shape  of  a  mere  question 
)  the  quantum  meruit  of  the  party  who  has 
»rmed  the  service.  When,  however,  it  comes 
e  more  narrowly  examined,  other  questions 

of  a  very  difierent  complexion.  It  is  stated 
ihalf  of  the  salvors,  in  the  original  act  on  pe- 
I,  that  upon  the  15th  of  January  last  they  dis- 
ced the  Betsey  riding  at  anchor  in  the  Queen's 
inel,  with  her  ensign  hoisted  as  a  signal  for 
ance ;   and  that  upon  coming  up  to  the  brig, 


Tei  fiRHCT. 


170  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1848.  they  were  informed  that  she  had  been  exposed 
^(^Mjf.  considerable  difficulties  from  stress  of  weather, « 
that  she  was  in  a  leaky  condition,  and  her  » 
were  much  damaged.  It  is  also  further  stated  d 
an  agreement  was  made  with  the  master  of  t 
Betsey,  that  the  Copeland  should,  at  daylight 
the  following  morning,  tow  the  vessel  up  to  Lopd 
for  £50.  This  agreement  having  been  made,  t 
Copeland,  it  appears,  left  the  Betsey,  and  i 
under  Broadstairs  for  the  night,  the  weather  at  1 
time  being,  it  is  evident,  by  no  means  calm, 
though  not  boisterous;  because  it  is  expres 
alleged,  in  the  act  on  petition,  that  at  the  time  I 
salvors  first  saw  the  Betsey,  they  were  making 
the  Foreland,  in  order  to  take  shelter  under 
during  the  night.  Upon  this  statement  an  obser 
tion  was  made  by  the  Queen's  Advocate,  which 
I  think,  perfectly  well  founded,  viz.,  that 
agreement  in  question,  whatever  it  might  h 
been  in  the  first  instance,  was  obviously  made 
the  salvors  with  an  adequate  knowledge  of  all 
circumstances  relating  to  the  previous  state  a 
condition  of  the  vessel  requiring  their  assistance 
Now  the  fact  of  the  agreement  being  admiti 
such  agreement  would  be  legally  conclusive  upon- 
claim  at  issue  in  this  cause,  unless  it  has  been 
scinded  by  operation  of  law,  or  by  the  mutual  cons 
of  the  contracting  parties.  The  otms  probandi  n 
with  the  owners  of  the  Copeland,  in  the  present 
stance,  and  they  have  endeavoured  to  discharge  tb 
selves  of  this  obligation  in  two  ways.  In  the  first  pk 
it  has  been  alleged  that  the  agreement  was  c 
celled  by  mutual  consent;  and  secondly,  that< 
cumstances  subsequently  occurred  which  r^ide 
the  agreement  no  longer  obligatory  and  binding  u] 
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Looking  to  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  I        i84s. 

do  not  find  any  mention  in  the  original  act  on  pe-  -J^^' 
tition,  that  the  agreement  in  question  was  cancelled 
hj  consent  of  parties,  or  in  any  other  manner, 
although  it  is  so  stated  in  the  reply,  and  in  the 
latter  part  of  the  affidavit  of  Murray,  the  master  of 
tbe  Copeland,  it  is  sworn  to  this  effect.  He  de- 
poses, that  when  he  commenced  towing  the  Betsey 
up  the  river,  on  the  l6th  of  January,  he  distinctly 
informed  the  master  that  he  did  not  then  consider 
himself  hound  hy  the  agreement  to  perfidrm  the 
aerriee  for  £50,  and  that  the  master  of  the  Betsey 
thereupon  entreated  him  not  to  leave  him,  at  the 
same  time  saying  that  they  would  hereafter  agree 
what  sum  should  he  paid  for  the  services  of  the 
Copeland.  The  affidavit  of  this  witness  then  fur- 
ther sets  forth,  that  the  master  of  the  Betsey  fre- 
quently declared,  in  the  presence  of  deponent  and 
of  others,  that  he  did  not  consider  the  agreement 
as  bbding  upon  the  deponent ;  and  that  had  it  not 
been  for  the  services  of  the  Copeland,  the  Betsey 
would  inevitahly  have  heen  lost. 

How  then  does  the  matter  stand  upon  this  first 
pobt  in  the  case  ?  With  regard  to  the  asserted 
cancellation,  it  is  distinctly  pleaded  in  the  reply  of 
the  owners  of  the  Copeland,  and  as  distinctly  de- 
lued  by  the  owners  of  the  Betsey  in  their  rejoinder. 
There  is  also  the  affidavit  of  the  master  of  the 
Copeland  on  the  one  hand,  who  swears  that  the 
^reement  was  cancelled  hy  consent ;  on  the  other 
luuid,  there  is  an  affidavit  of  the  master  of  the 
Betsey  directly  supporting  the  denial.  No  other 
^dence  is  hefore  the  Court  to  corrohorate  the  re- 
spective averments  upon  the  one  side  or  the  other. 
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184S.  In  this  conflict  of  evidence  upon  this  point,  I  &i 
^'  bound  to  hold,  that  the  cancellation  of  the  agi» 
ment  by  consent  of  parties  is  not  suflSciently  mac 
out ;  and  this  upon  the  principle  that  whoever  tak< 
upon  himself  to  establish  the  fact  that  an  admittc 
agreement  has  been  invalidated  by  consent  of  pa] 
ties,  is  bound  to  prove,  by  clear  preponderance  c 
testimony,  that  it  was  so  cancelled ;  and  this  hai 
not  been  done  in  the  present  instance. 

I  now  come  to  the  second  point  in  the  case  whicli 
is  set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  Copeland,  viz.,  thai 
the  agreement,  in  consequence  of  inevitable  circum- 
stances, has  been  defeated,  or,  in  other  words,  thai 
the  state  of  circumstances  was  subsequently  so  fai 
altered  as  to  render  the  service  no  longer  a  towage, 
but  a  salvage  service.  In  support  of  this  proposi 
tion,  the  case  of  the  William  Brandt  has  been  cited 
(The  learned  Judge  here  referred  to  the  circom 
stances  of  the  case  cited,  and  proceeded  to  observe 
— The  consideration  then  is,  whether  the  circam 
stances  of  this  case  bring  it  within  the  terms  c 
the  principle  which  I  laid  down  in  deciding  th 
case  of  the  William  Brandt  ?  I  am  of  opinion  the 
they  do  not,  and  that  there  is  a  material  distinctio 
between  the  two  cases,  inasmuch  that  in  the  cas 
cited  the  steamer  was  in  the  actual  performanc 
and  discharge  of  the  agreement  itself,  when,  i 
consequence  of  the  weather,  and  without  any  blana 
attaching  to  the  steamer,  the  vessel  got  upon  th 
sand,  and  so  became  exposed  to  the  dangers  whic 
rendered  the  extra  exertions  of  the  steamer  necei 
sary  for  her  safety.  In  the  present  case,  the  avei 
ment  is,  that  the  agreement  was  cancelled  in  tb 
very  commencement  of  the  service,  and  that  tfc 
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transaction  throughout  was  a  salvage  transaction,        1843. 
the  remuneration  of  which  was  to  he  settled  after-     ^^*^* 
wards. 

This  circumstance,  it  appears  to  me,  creates  a 
grave  distinction  hetween  the  two  cases,  hecause 
the  owners  of  the  Copeland  cannot  say,  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion,  "  We  were  honestly,  fairly,  and  skil- 
fully discharging  an  agreement  already  made,  and 
circumstances  which  we  could  not  foresee  altered 
that  agreement''  Considering,  then,  the  agreement 
a  subsisting  agreement,  not  cancelled  by  consent  of 
parties,  what  were  the  circumstances  which  subse- 
quently occurred  ?  and  how  far  were  these  circum- 
stances such  as  neither  party  could  reasonably 
be  expected  to  foresee,  and  which  consequently 
could  not  be  fairly  supposed  to  have  been  in  their 
contemplation  at  the  time  they  made  the  agree- 
ment? Did  any  thing  occur  during  the  night,  or 
190Q  the  following  morning,  to  engraft  an  altera- 
tion of  circumstances  upon  the  original  agreement  ? 
The  evidence  in  the  cause  does  not  enable  me  to 
arrive  at  any  such  conclusion.  It  may  be  true, 
as  stated,  that  the  violence  of  the  wind  increased 
upon  the  morning  of  the  l6th ;  but  looking  to  the 
season  of  the  year  when  the  transaction  took  place, 
f^embering,  too,  that  the  wind  at  the  time  was 
blowing  a  smart  breeze  from  the  west,  such  an 
occurrence  must,  I  conceive,  have  been  within  the 
contemplation  of  the  contracting  parties  when  the 
agreement  was  made  upon  the  preceding  evening. 
Another  fact  has  been  stated  by  the  salvors,  which 
is  in  gome  degree  contradicted,  viz.,  that  after  the 
departure  of  the  Copeland,  upon  the  evening  of  the 
15th,  the  master  of  the  Betsey,  in  consequence  of 
^he  increasing  roughness  of  the  weather,  was  com- 
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1843.  pelled  to  let  go  a  second  anchor.  Now,  whether 
^  ^  —  the  second  anchor  was  so  dropped  in  the  afternoon 
of  the  15th,  and  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  Cope* 
land,  as  stated  in  the  Betsey's  protest,  or  during 
the  night,  according  to  the  statement  of  the  salvors, 
the  fact  itself  can  have  no  material  bearing  upon 
the  issue  in  the  cause,  and  most  unquestiondbly 
cannot  be  considered  as  in  any  degree  shaking  tb 
obligation  of  the  agreement,  or  as  entitling  tb 
salvors  to  a  higher  remuneration.  It  was  propeily 
observed  in  the  argument,  by  the  counsel  for  the 
Betsey,  that  the  agreement  in  question  was  not  toe 
an  ordinary  towage  service,  and  that  the  reward 
was  upon  a  higher  scale  of  remuneration  than  would 
ordinarily  be  paid  for  towing  a  vessel  from  the 
place  where  the  Betsey  was  lying  at  anchor  up  to 
London.  It  may  be  true,  as  was  suggested  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Copeland,  that  the  sum  offered  is 
not  a  much  higher  sum  than  would  be  customarily 
paid.  Still,  in  my  judgment,  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
give  to  the  agreement  in  question  the  character  of 
a  special  agreement,  under  the  circumstances  d 
the  case.  It  would,  I  conceive,  be  exceedingly 
dangerous  to  allow  such  agreements  to  be  set  aside^ 
unless  upon  strong  and  sufficient  reasons.  I  see 
no  such  reasons  in  the  present  instance,  and  I  most 
therefore  pronounce  that  the  tender  of  £50  is  ft 
sufficient  tender,  and  I  must  give  the  owners  of  the 
Betsey  their  costs  from  the  period  when  such  ten* 
der  was  made. 
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[N  this  case,  the  Nicolina,  a  Russian  vessel,  was  Apportionment 

discovered  at  sea  abandoned  by  her  crew,  about  tt^Tbl^Li 

linety  miles  to  the  n.w.  of  the  Scilly  Islands.    The  f^J^?*"^^ 

tiaster  of  the  Clara  and  Emma,  a  West  Indiaman,  ing  vesseu. 

nth  a  valuable  cargo  on  board,  and  bound  from  giverwhe^eL 

Jamaica  to  London,  put  three  of  his  men  and  his  ^^hidbL 

hief  mate   on  board  the   derelict,  and  she  was  ^^^"^j'^^,® 

wrought  with  difficulty  to  Milford  Haven,  upon  the  the  o'wnen  and 

aL    ^  A       •!  1      i.  rest  of  the  crew. 

m  of  April  last. 

The  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo  was  £1,153. 
Vn  action  was  entered  by  the  owners,  master,  and 
Tew  of  the  Emma,  and  a  separate  action  was 
)roQght  by  the  mate. 

The  Court  awarded  £550,  and  in  delivering  its 
udgment  observed: — ^With  respect  to  the  appor- 
iotiment  of  the  sum  awarded,  the  distribution,  in 
^  cases  of  this  kind,  between  the  owners  and  the 
^w,  must  depend  upon  the  peculiar  circumstances 
jf  each  individual  case.  Where  no  risk  has  been 
ncurred  by  the  vessel  rendering  the  assistance,  it 
8  Dot  the  usual  custom  for  the  Court  to  decree  to 
ie  owners  any  large  portion  of  that  reward  which 
iiore  properly  belongs  to  the  individuals  whose  ser- 
nces  have  efiected  the  safety  and  preservation  of 
^  ship.  Upon  the  present  occasion,  I  must  not 
forget  that  the  ship  and  cargo  of  the  Emma  are  of 
considerable  value,  and  that  a  large  portion  of  her 
^*ew  was  withdrawn,  and  consequently,  to  a  cer- 
^  extent,  the  risk  of  the  Clara  and  Emma  was 
increased.  I  shall  allot  £100  to  the  owners.  With 
i^^speetto  the  captain,  as  the  whole  responsibility 
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rested  upon  him,  I  shall  allot  to  him  the  like  sum  of 
£100.  Also  to  the  mate  I  shall  allot  £100.  To  the 
three  men  who  went  on  board  the  derelict  I  shall 
award  £150,  and  the  remaining  £100  to  the  men 
who  remained  on  board  the  Clara  and  Emma. 

With  regard  to  the  costs,  I  regret  that  there  hti 
been  a  separate  appearance  for  two  sets  of  salvon,^ 
because,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  it  is  not  right  to  pat 
the  property  of  this  description  to  double  costs. 
On  the  present  occasion,  I  shall  give  half  costs  to 
each  of  the  parties. 


Aj^reenMOt  be- 
tween the 
matter  of  t  vet- 
tel  alved  and 
the  alYon  up- 
held. 

Claim  of 
the  lalvort  dis* 


THE  TRUE  BLUE.    Robertas. 

T^HIS  was  also  a  question  respecting  an  alleged 
agreement  in  a  case  of  salvage,  under  the  dr« 
cumstances  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

The  case  was  argued  by  PhiUimore^  A.  A.f  and 
Elphinstone^  for  the  salvors. 

Queen* 8  Advocate  and  Bayford^  for  the  owners. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  statements  which  are  set  up  in  this  case  on 
behalf  of  the  respective  parties  in  the  suit,  are 
more  than  usually  conflicting.     The  averment  of 
the  salvors  is  to  this  eflect  :-^that  the  vessel,  laden 
with  a  cargo  of  anchors,  and  other  articles  of  tha* 
description,  struck  upon  the  West  Rocks,  abott* 
seven  miles  from  the  port   of  Harwich,   on  tb® 
morning  of  the  20th  of  March  last.     It  is,  I  coi^* 
ceive,  very  unimportant,  in  any  view  that  I  caJ^ 
take  of  this  case,  to  ascertain  at  what  precise  p^ 
riod  of  the  day  the  vessel  so  struck  upon  the  rod^ 
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I  upon  the  rocks,  the  salvors,  it  appears,  im-        ts4& 

itely  went  out  to  her  assistance  in  two  boats,  ^ 

Jylyan,  ccmimanded  by  James  Cook,  and  the  iL««. 
ra's  Increase,  whose  master  is  a  person  of  the 
of  Edward  Lewis;  and,  according  to  the 
uent  of  the  salvors,  they  reached  the  vessel 
»n  seven  and  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning, 
their  services  were  immediately  accepted,  for 
purpose  of  assisting  to  get  the  ship  off  the 
•  An  agreement,  it  is  admitted,  was  made 
ten  the  master  of  the  True  Blue  and  the 
rs,  when  their  services  were  so  accepted ;  but 
agreement,  it  is  alleged  on  behalf  of  the 
rs,  was  limited,  and  strictly  limited,  to  the 
»  of  laying  out  the  anchor.  When  that  was 
the  stipulated  service  of  the  salvors  was  con- 
d,  and  the  agreement  was  at  an  end ;  and  for 
irther  services  which  might  be  rendered,  they 
according  to  their  representation,  to  receive 
her  remuneration.  It  appears  that  they  pro- 
d  to  render  their  assistance  by  laying  out  the 
»r  in  the  first  instance ;  and  it  has  been  much 
3sed  in  the  argument,  whether  the  anchor  was 
at  in  a  proper  direction  or  not.  This  point, 
be  necessary,  I  will  consider  hereafter.  It 
sr  appears  that,  before  the  vessel  was  got  off 
Xiks,  the  wind  increased ;  and  that  when  she 
pally  get  off,  whether  by  the  exertions  of  the 
rs,  or  whether  she  floated  off  herself  other 
PS  were,  at  their  instance,  and  by  their  recom- 
ation,  employed,  and  by  the  united  assistance 
ar  other  smacks,  in  addition  to  the  two  first 
yyed,  the  vessel  was  eventually  brought  safely 
he  harbour  of  Harwich,  at  half-past  one,  p.m., 
L.  11.  N 


178  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1848.        of  the  same  day.  Such,  in  substance,  is  the  case whid 
27ih  jufy.     jg  g^j.  ^p  i^y  ^j^^  salvors  upon  the  present  occasion, 

^  B  Ji."'  and  if  the  facts  of  the  case  were  precisely  in  acx^rd* 
ance  with  the  representation  here  given,  I  should  en- 
tertain no  doubt  whatever  that  the  salvors  would  be 
entitled  to  a  reward  considerably  higher  than  the 
sum  of  £6,  which  has  been  tendered ;  because,  al* 
though  the  vessel  might  perhaps  originally  have  been 
in  no  great  danger  when  she  first  struck  upon  the 
rocks,  yet  the  increase  of  the  wind  would  have  ren- 
dered it  exceedingly  expedient,  if  not  indispensable 
to  her  safety,  that  she  should  be  got  off  withont 
loss  of  time,  I  will  now  refer  to  the  averment  of 
the  owners  of  the  True  Blue.  It  is  stated  on  their 
behalf  that  Cook  and  Lewis  were  the  principal 
persons  concerned,  and  that  the  master  of  the  True 
Blue  entered  into  a  negociation  with  these  two  in- 
dividuals, whereby  they  undertook,  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  to  which  I  will  pre- 
sently advert,  to  effect  the  release  of  the  vessel  from 
the  rocks,  and  to  conduct  her  into  the  harbour  of 
Harwich.  It  is  also  Airther  stated,  that  the  salvors, 
in  performing  the  service,  such  as  it  was,  did  not 
conduct  themselves  with  adequate  skill ;  and  lastlfi 
that  there  was  no  necessity  for  the  employment  of 
the  other  four  boats,  and  that  they  were  engaged 
by  Lewis  and  Cook,  without  the  consent  of  the 
master  of  the  True  Blue,  and  against  his  will  and 
repeated  expostulation. 

The  first  consideration,  then,  to  which  I  most 
address  my  attention,  is  the  agreement  in  questicvi* 
It  is  in  these  words : — **  It  is  this  day  firmly  agreed 
by  James  Cook  and  Edward  Lewis,  with  Robert 
Roberts,  master  of  the  True  Blue,  of  Aberdeen,  to 


ThbTkus 
Blob. 
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;t  him  to  get  the  ship  off  the  West  Rocks,  and        i84s. 
16  port  of  Harwich,  if  required,  for  the  sum  of 
jterling.** 

ow  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever,  that  an 
lement  of  this  description  can  be  legally  made 
reen  a  master  of  a  vessel  in  distress,  and  per- 
affording  a  salvage  assistance,  provided  there 
k  dear  understanding  of  the  nature  of  the  agree- 
t;  that  it  is  made  with  fairness  and  impartiality 
ill  concerned ;  and  that  the  parties  to  it  are 
patent  to  form  a  judgment  as  to  the  obligations 
?hich  they  are  binding  themselves.  Such  an 
^ment,  I  feel  no  hesitation  to  pronounce,  would 
I  binding  instrument,  not  to  be  disturbed  by  a 
^ent  of  this  Court.  On  the  contrary,  it  would 
he  duty  of  the  Court  to  enforce  the  fulfilment 
luch  an  agreement,  and  I  am  borne  out  in  this 
lion  by  the  authority  of  Lord  Stowell,  in  the 
of  the  Mulgrave,  which  has  been  cited  by  the 
sen's  Advocate. 

'he  real  issue,  therefore,  which  I  have  to  deter- 
s  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not  an  agreement 
le  effect  stated,  was  executed  between  the  par- 
in  the  suit.  But  before  I  consider  this  point, 
U  look  to  the  parties  themselves,  and  their  ca- 
lity  of  entering  into  such  a  contract.  With 
ect  to  the  master  of  the  True  Blue,  it  is  most 
eniably  clear  that  he  was  perfectly  competent, 
Qg  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  to  enter  into  any  bond 
agreement  which  he  might  think  requisite  for 
purpose  of  fixing  the  remuneration  for  the  ser- 
8  he  required.  With  regard  to  the  salvors,  on 
other  hand,  I  see  no  reason  to  suppose  that 
rwere  persons  so  uninformed  and  ignorant  of 
r  own  interests,  as  not  to  be  equally  capable  of 
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binding  themselves  by  an  agreement,  to  which  bo 
^^*^  of  them  had  appended  their  signatures.  The 
was  no  such  imminent  emergency  as  to  pre?e 
time  for  due  consideration.  The  weather  i 
moderate  when  they  came  on  board,  and  there  i 
nothing  to  induce  them  to  enter  into  the  agreenM 
without  a  just  regard  to  their  own  interests,  a 
the  extent  of  the  service  to  be  performed.  Of 
persons  in  the  world,  they  were  the  most  compeb 
to  form  an  estimate  as  to  the  value  of  the  ser? 
which  was  required  from  them ;  and  it  is  no  ai] 
ment  against  the  validity  of  the  contract,  that 
the  first  instance  it  was  entered  into  under  the  i 
pression  that  the  service  would  be  light,  but  tl 
in  consequence  of  a  change  of  weather,  or  ot 
circumstances  of  that  nature,  it  subsequently 
came  more  onerous.  It  is  the  very  nature  of  agi 
ments  of  this  kind,  to  fix  a  stated  sum  as  a  a 
pensation  for  a  stated  service,  and  the  parties  i 
enter  into  the  engagement  take  the  risk  of  i 
change  of  circumstances  which  may,  in  effect,  a 
the  extent  of  the  stipulated  servioe.  In  the  pres 
instance,  if  the  vessel  had  floated  off  the  to 
immediately  after  the  agreement  was  signed,  ; 
before  the  services  of  the  salvors  commenced, 
master  of  the  True  Blue  would  have  been  bounc 
pay  them  the  stipulated  sum  of  £6.  And  can  it 
doubted,  for  a  single  moment,  that  the  salvi 
supposing  the  agreement  was  duly  entered  ii 
were  equally  bound  to  fulfil  their  part  of  the  c 
tract,  although  much  greater  difficulties  might  h 
been  introduced  into  its  performance  than  were  i 
ginally  contemplated  by  them.  Such  a  posit 
would  be  alike  repugnant  to  common  sense  \ 
to  all  principles  of  equity  and  justice.      Be 
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therefore  of  opinion  that,  in  point  of  law,  there  was        isu. 

noAing  inequitable  or  unjust  in  the  agreement  in  ^^ 

ipeitiim,  and  that,  if  duly  executed  by  the  parties,       1Li»!" 
it  18  a  valid  and  binding  agreement,  I  must  now 
examine  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  see  whether 
H  was  band  fide  entered  into  in  point  of  fact. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  signatures  to  the  agree- 
ment are  the  proper  signatures  of  Cook  and  Lewis, 
tlie  immediate  parties  in  the  suit.  I  apprehend, 
Aerefere,  that  primd  fixde^  unless  the  contrary  be 
pimred,  they  must  be  considered  to  be  cognizant  of 
tke  contents  of  the  instrument,  and  to  have  in- 
taded  to  bind  themselves  according  to  its  tenor. 
Thii  is  the  natural  presumption,  and  is  also  the 
{Ktsnmption  of  law ;  and  this  presumption  is  further 
ooofirmod  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  the 
pnbabilities  of  the  case  itself.  On  the  part  of  the 
OMBter^  David  Bruce  distinctly  swears  that  the 
agreement  was  read  over  to  the  persons,  and  was 
deo  read  by  them ;  and  I  do  not  find  any  distinct 
statement  or  plea,  on  the  part  of  the  salvors,  con- 
bidietiiig  the  averment  that  it  was  so  read  over. 
^  what  are  the  probabilities  ?  Is  it  probable 
^  these  two  persons  being  called  upon  by  the 
BUMer  to  execute  a  written  agreement,  which  so 
dee|^  ooDcemed  their  interest  in  the  transaction, 
^d  be  satisfied  without  hearing  it  distinctly  read 
^'ver,  or  without  reading  it  themselves  ?  Again  : 
^  it  probable  that,  having  learnt  the  contents  of 
tbe  instrument,  they  could  have  misunderstood  their 
purport  and  effiact?  The  statement  made  by  the 
uidividuals  themselves  m  their  affidavits  of  the  10th 
^  Udi  id  June,  is  utterly  irreconcileable  with  the 
I'bole  course  of  the  transaction.  Their  statement 
^  that  they  signed  an  agreement  for  £5,  simply  for 
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1848.  the  service  of  laying  out  an  anchor,  and  gettm{ 
^^'^'  the  vessel  off;  and  that  subsequently  to  the  sign 
"i^*"'  ing  of  this  agreement,  a  discussion  took  place  re 
specting  the  payment  of  an  additional  one  pomK 
to  Edward  Lewis,  for  piloting  the  vessel  int 
Harwich  harbour.  This  statement  on  the  pai 
of  the  salvors,  it  is  manifest,  is  not  deservii^ 
of  the  slightest  attention  at  the  hands  of  th 
Court,  and  for  the  following  reasons.  In  the  fin 
place,  it  is  evident  not  only  that  the  agreement  i 
question  contains  nothing  of  the  kind,  but  that  th 
transaction  never  could  have  assumed  that  shap 
because  it  is  to  suppose  that  the  master,  after  di 
signatures  had  been  appended,  entered  into  a  IK 
gociation  in  the  very  teeth  of  an  agreement  in  hi 
own  handwriting.  There  is  also  this  further  hi 
to  be  noticed,  viz.,  that  it  is  morally  impossibi 
that  any  person  signing  the  agreement  could  m 
see  the  sum  of  money  which  was  stipulated  to  l 
paid,  that  it  was  not  £5,  but  £6.  Before  the  8i{ 
nature  there  is  written  the  words,  "  The  sum  i 
six  pounds  sterling;**  and  in  figures,  again,  attl) 
foot  of  the  agreement,  there  most  clearly  appeal 
£6.  Again,  looking  to  the  terms  of  the  agreemen 
it  is  equally  impossible  that  any  mistake  or  mil 
apprehension  could  by  possibility  have  occurret 
**  It  is  this  day  firmly  agreed  with  James  Cook  an 
Edward  Lewis,  with  Robert  Roberts,  master  of  th 
True  Blue,  of  Aberdeen,  to  assist  him  to  get  th 
ship  off  the  West  Rocks,  and  to  the  port  of  Hai 
wich,  if  required,  for  the  sum  of  £6  sterling.**  ^ 
clearer  agreement,  or  one  more  capable  of  beini 
easily  understood,  has,  I  think,  been  seldom  exhi 
bited  in  this  Court. 

My  conviction  is,  that  it  was   most  distinct^ 
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iderstood  by  the  salvors  upon  the  present  occa-       i848. 

m }  and  this  conviction  is  strengthened  when  I  1!^ 

)k  to  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  mani-  "tui" 
(tly  executed.  Other  smacks,  it  appears,  were 
ndng  up  at  the  time,  able  and  willing  to  have 
Ddered  a  similar  assistance  to  this  vessel;  and 
e  appearance  of  these  smacks  would  render  it 
Mt  probable  that  the  original  salvors  were  de- 
"0U8  at  once  to  close  the  bargain,  and  to  secure 
e  job  to  themselves  ;  and  the  weather  being  mo- 
rate,  they  thought  that,  in  the  sum  of  £6,  they 
ould  receive  a  sufficient  reward  for  their  services, 
nder  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  then,  I  am  of 
linion  that  the  agreement  is  a  valid  agreement, 
id  that  it  is  binding  not  only  upon  Cook  and 
^is,  the  immediate  parties  contracting  with  the 
teter  of  the  True  Blue,  but  upon  the  whole  of  the 
BW8  of  the  two  boats,  the  Aurora's  Increase  and 
e  Sylvan.  I  have,  therefore,  no  discretion  but 
reject  the  demands  of  these  two  vessels,  their 
isters  and  crews. 

With  regard  to  the  four  other  smacks, — by  whom 
&  it  that  they  were  employed,  and  was  their  em- 
)yinent  indispensable  ? 

Upon  this  part  of  the  case  there  is,  I  must  say, 
ich  in  the  statement  of  the  salvors  which  excites 
considerable  doubt  of  its  accuracy.  The  result  of 
r  examination  into  such  statement  is  to  induce 
''  to  believe  that  the  other  salvors  were  engaged 
Lewis  and  Cook  against  the  will  and  inclination 
the  master  of  the  True  Blue,  and  for  the  purpose 
effecting  a  service  which  Lewis  and  Cook  had 
smselves  undertaken  to  perform.  I  am  therefore 
opmion  that  the  crews  of  these  smacks,  if  they 
ve  any  claim  at  all  to  be  remunerated,  must 
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ie4a        resort  to  those  individuals  who  employed  then 
^likJufy.     ^^  j^  ^YiQ  owners  of  this  vesseL     I  therefoi 
^J*"*     nounce  for  the  tender,  but  I  shall  decline  t 
costs. 


THE  FAMA. 

Cwiieofda.  JN  this  case,  the  brig  Emma,  on  her  voyage 

2^  o^era  Sicily  to  Southampton,  was  run  foul  of  by  tl 

vLlIdS"^  sel  in  Falmouth  Roads,  upon  the  25th  of  Apr 

uriiy  taking  a  ^^  actiou  was  entered  for  the  amount  of  the  d 

duly  ncenaed 

pOot  on  board,    sustaiucd ;  and  upon  the  13th  of  July,  the 
vWontofSr    was  heard  before  Trinity  Masters,  who  prom 
SS^eui  a°iv.,  ^^^^  *^®  collision  was  occasioned  exclusively 
•*«»'^«?^"     misconduct  of  the  pilot  who  was  in  charge 
the  accident '     Fama  at  the  time. 

ml^ih^Iten  The  Court  directed  the  case  to  stand  ov( 
^^7^1?*  further  consideration  of  the  point  whether  th 
cenaed,  and       on  board  the  Fama  was  a  licensed  pilot  und 

being  entirely  ,   .  o      t  t    t^m  a  r»  i      ^ 

caused  by  the     provisious  of  the  general  Pilot  Act,  uth  ( 

miioonduct  of  IQfz 

the  pilot  alone.      C.   IXO, 

Addamsy  for  the  owners  of  the  Fama,  now 
that  the  pilot  was  a  licensed  pilot,  under  t 
neral  Act,  and  was  proceeding  to  argue  in  s 
of  the  owner's  exemption  under  the  authority 
decision  in  the  case  of  Lucey  v.  Ingram,  wl 
was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Per  Curiam. 
I  need  not  trouble  you ;  I  am  quite  satisfi* 
did  not  dispose  of  the  case  when  the  Trinity  IM 
attended,  because  I  was  not  aware  by  who; 
pilot  was  licensed.  If  he  had  been  license 
corporation  or  a  company,  under  the  provisi 


The  Fama. 
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f  Parliament  peculiarly  referring  to  such      2Tih%u. 

)n,   a  difficulty  might  have  arisen  which 

^e  required  further  consideration ;  but,  as 

)pears  that  the  pilot  was  licensed  by  the 

of  the  Trinity  House,  in  conformity  with 

sions  of  the  general  Pilot  Act,  6  G,  IV,, 

eit  the  time  of  the  collision  he  was  actually 

e  waters  for  which  he  was  licensed,  the 

is  altogether  removed.     The  case  fairly 

in  the  principle  of  the  decision  in  the  case 

V.  Ingram,  by  which  it  was  determined 

owners  were  absolved  from  liability  where 

ge  was  occasioned  by  the  misconduct  of  a 

[large,  and  acting  in  pursuance  of  the  pro- 

the  Act,  although  not  taken  on  board  in 

any  of  the  compulsory  clauses.  The 
in  question  was  grounded  upon  the  con- 
i  of  the  whole  statute,  but  more  especially 
rence  to  the  7^d  section,  which  directs 
Tj  pilot,  whether  licensed  or  to  be  licensed, 
1,  when  not  actually  engaged  in  his  capa- 
lot,  refuse  or  decline  or  wilfully  delay  to 
or  on  board  of,  or  take  charge  of  any  ship 

requiring  a  pilot,  and  within  the  limits 
in  his  license,  shall  be  subject  to  certain 
"  The  Court  of  Exchequer  were  of  opi- 
t  although  it  was  not  compulsory  on  the 
}  employ  such  pilot,  yet  if  he  thought  fit 

such  pilot  was  a  pilot  acting  in  pursu- 
le  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  consequently 
1  the  provisions  of  the  55th  section.  The 
upon  which  their  opinion  rested  was  that 
esirable,  for  the  general  safety  of  navi- 
.  cases  where  the  taking  a  pilot  was  not 
py,  to  encourage  the  masters  of  vessels  to 

o 
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1843.        receive   them  on  board.     The  present  case  falis 
.V^"^^'      within  that  construction  of  the  statute,  and  I  must 
therefore  pronounce  that  the  owners  of  this  vessel 
are   exonerated,   but  I  shall   make   no   order  for 
costs. 


THE  COLUMBINE. 

^f*T^^derTn°i  X^^"^  ^^  ^  qucstiou  OS  to  thc  apportionment  of 
cause  of  salvage.  a   tender,   which   had   been  accepted  by  the 

Claim  on  behalf        ,  .  «       ,  tr  J 

of  the  owners  of  salvors,  lu  a  causc  of  saivagc. 

the  salving  ves- 

«u,toth.  Per  Curiam. 

shares  of  the 

apprentices  who  A  tender  of  £600  has  been  accepted  by  the 
overruled.  "^ '  salvors  in  this  suit,  and  an  agreement  has  been 
iff^U^^^^"  made  between  the  owners  and  crews  of  the  two 
b^i'I^ide^to  smacks,  that  the  sum  tendered  shall  be  equally 
that  efiect,  such  divided  bctwcen  them.  The  only  point,  therefore, 
be°nIau^°void.  which  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  determine,  is  the 
Md^bui^*'^  apportionment  of  the  two  moieties  amongst  the 
Wcy-  owners   and    crews  of  the   respective  vessels.    A 

raenttothcap.  claim  has  bccu  asserted,  by  the  owners  of  the  two 
rectedT*  "  vessels,  to  the  shares  of  the  apprentices  who  were 
on  board  ;  but  I  cannot  accede  to  the  claim  which 
is  so  made,  and  for  the  following  reasons.  In  the 
first  place,  I  conceive  that  even  if  a  previous  con- 
tract had  been  made  to  that  effect,  such  contract 
would  be  null  and  void  as  against  equity  and 
public  feeling,  because  it  would  be  a  very  great 
discouragement  to  persons  in  the  situation  of  ap- 
prentices, who  are  often  the  most  efficient  hands 
in  vessels  of  this  description ;  and  secondly,  i* 
would  be  contrary  to  all  justice  to  give  the  reward 
for  personal  risk  and  exertion,  to  persons  who  have 
not  encountered  thc  one  or  undertaken  the  other. 


The  Colum- 
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having  disposed  of  this  point,  I  will  now  look  to        isis. 
two  cases,  and  divide  the  sum  to  he  distributed   ^  _    ^' 
the  proportions  in  which  I  think  the   several 
•ties  are  entitled.     The  Gratitude,  it  appears, 
J  the  vessel  which  first  boarded  the  Columbine ; 

I  it  is  admitted  in  the  affidavits  that  the  chief 
ponsibility  was  undertaken  by  a  person  of  the 
ne  of  Head,  who  composed  one  of  the  crew. 
e  merits  of  this  individual  are  still  more  strongly 
lified  in  the  certificate  of  the  master  of  the  Co- 
ibine,  who  states  in  the  most  unqualified  terms 

benefit  he  derived  from  his  exertions.  I  think, 
refore,  that  he  is  entitled  to  receive  an  extra 
luneration ;  and  in  addition  to  what  he  will 
erwise  receive,  I  shall  award  him  £20.  As  re- 
"ds  the  Gratitude,  then,  the  apportionment  which 
hall  direct  will  be  as  follows  : — To  the  master  I 

II  allot  the  sum  of  £.50 ;  to  the  two  men  on  board, 
ichard  Head  being  one,)  £40  each  ;  and  to  the 
I  apprentices,  £20  each.  The  remaining  sum 
£llO  I  shall  direct  to  be  paid  to  the  owner  of 
Gratitude. 

S\\\i  respect  to  the  Two  Sisters,  the  circumstances 
the  case  are  somewhat  different,  and  it  will  be 
)ossible  to  carry  out  the  apportionment  precisely 
m  the  principle  adopted  in  the  case  of  the  Grati- 
e.  The  crew  of  the  Two  Sisters,  it  appeal's, 
sisted  of  a  master,  a  mate,  and  three  appren- 
«,  The  apportionment  which  1  shall  direct 
I  be  as  follows  : — To  the  master,  £60 ;  to  the 
te,  £50 ;  and  to  each  of  the  apprentices,  £20. 
e  remaining  £130  I  shall  decree  to  the  owner 
the  Two  Sisters ;  and  my  reason  for  awarding 
larger  sum  to  the  owner  than  I  have  given  in 
i  case  of  the  Gratitude  is  this,  viz.,  that  there 
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IB4S.        were  three  apprentices  on  board  the  Two  Si 
«7Mj«/^_  ^^j  ^^jy  j^^  ^^  ^^^^  jj^  Gratitude.     Altl 

'^'^mm!'^  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  owner  is  m 
titled  to  receive  the  whole  benefit  of  the  ap 
tices*  exertions  in  a  salvage  service,  yet  I 
the  nature  of  the  apprentices'  connexion  wit 
vessel  is  to  be  taken  into  reasonable  consider 
and,  to  a  certain  extent,  the  owner  should  be 
iited  from  that  source. 
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THE  ANN  AND  MARY.  i843. 

4th  November m 

PHIS  was  a  suit  promoted  by  the  owners  of  the  ip  doubtful 

Lady  Clinton,  against  the  owners  of  a  vessel  where  there  u' a 
aUed  the  Ann  and  Mary,  for  damage  sustained  by  a  J^nuioni'r^ 
oUision  on  the  5th  of  December,  1842.     An  action  r^'°°*^? 

.  '  larboard  tack, 

t  law  had  been  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  Ann  although  close 
nd  Mary  against  the  owners  of  the  Lady  Clinton,  bSund 'to*giT6 
rising  out  of  the  same  collision,  and  the  trial  had  ^^o^heat^' 
>een  held  at  Durham,  durine:  the  Spring:  assizes,  when  ^^J^  ^}*  °°*' 
I  verdict  was  found  for  the  plamtiffs.  the  utter  may 

The  Court  was,  in  the  present  instance,  assisted  by  tim^wUh  the  * 
wo  of  the  brethren  of  the  Trinity  House.  """''^'^'•• 

The  ease  was  argued  by 

Saggard  and  Twiss^  for  the  Lady  Clinton. 
Queen's  Advocate  and  Bayford,  for  the  Ann  and 


Dr.  Lushington,  (addressing  the  Trinity  Masters). 

Gentlemen,  you  have  had  ample  opportunity  of 
^ing  all  the  papers  and  evidence  in  the  cause,  and 
^u  have  also  heard  the  question  fully  discussed  by 
ounsel  at  the  bar ;  it  will  not,  therefore,  be  necessary 
^i"  me  to  trouble  you  with  any  detailed  observations, 
here  are,  however,  some  points  upon  which  I  con- 
fer it  my  duty  to  address  you.  One  peculiar  fea- 
fe  in  this  case  arises  from  the  fact,  that  an  action 

common  law  has  been  brought  by  the  owners  of 
e  Ann  and  Mary,  the  vessel  proceeded  against  in 
is  suit,  against  the  owners  of  the  Lady  Clinton,  on 
Count  of  this  very  collision;  that  cause  has  been 
ed,  and  a  verdict  was  found  on  that  occasion  for 
e  plaintiffs.     The  first  question  then  is,  what  weight 

VOL.  II.  p 
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1843.  ought  such  a  verdict  to  have  on  your  and  my  minds? 
— — ^^'^  If  this  were  a  simple  question  of  fact,  and  merely  to 
AhwandMary.  ^^  decided  by  the  credit  of  the  respective  witnesses, 
without  being  examined  with  reference  to  nautical 
skill,  undoubtedly  the  decision  of  a  jury,  if  the  judge 
approved  of  the  verdict,  ought  to  have  considerable 
weight ;  it  would  not  however  (and  it  is  not  attempted 
on  the  present  occasion  to  say  that  it  would)  be  a  bar 
to  the  action.  We  do  not  know,  and  we  camiot 
know,  what  occurred  at  the  trial ;  but  of  this  we  may 
feel  assured,  that,  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  there 
would  be  great  discussion  as  to  the  quarter  from 
which  the  wind  blew.  With  regard  to  the  credibility 
of  witnesses,  it  has  been  contended  at  the  bar,  that 
questions  of  fact  are  much  better  tried  in  a  Court  of 
Common  Law,  where  the  evidence  is  given  viva  voce, 
than  in  this  Court,  where  it  is  given  in  writing.  As 
far  as  my  own  experience  goes,  I  feel  disposed  to  say, 
that,  in  all  ordinary  cases  of  fact,  much  more  reliance 
is  to  be  placed  upon  viva  voce  than  upon  written  evi- 
dence ;  and  for  this  reason,  that  in  the  former  case 
witnesses  are  openly  examined  and  cross-examined: 
but  it  is  a  very  different  thing  when  a  question  is  to 
be  tried  involving  facts  with  which  in  all  probability 
neither  a  judge  nor  a  jury  are  conversant,  and  when 
consequently  they  cannot  know  whether  the  facts 
deposed  to  are  reconcilable  with  the  principles  of  ad- 
mitted science.  A  witness,  for  example,  may  give  evi- 
dence with  great  apparent  truth  and  plausibility,  and 
yet  the  facts  he  states  may  be  inconsistent  with  pos- 
sibility, or,  according  to  well  recognized  principles, 
such  facts  may  be  incredible.  I  myself  have  knowtt 
an  instance  of  this ;  I  have  known  a  witness  to  depose 
that  a  ship  was  sailing  within  three  or  four  points  of 
the  wind,  a  fact  which  would  at  once  destroy  his  ere- 
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dit  with  persons  of  nautical  experience,  although  it  ^^^  ^J^^er 

might  not  have  the  same  eflfect  in  the  minds  of  a  — -7 

judge  and  a  jury.  I  must  therefore  say,  with  all  due  AnnamdMart. 
deference  to  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  that  it  is  not  to 
be  considered  as  binding  upon  our  judgment  in  this 
particular  case.  I  may  now  advert  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  in  question: — this  action  is  brought  by  the 
Lady  Clinton  against  the  Ann  and  Mary,  and  the  first 
observation  which  I  feel  it  right  to  make  is,  that  as  the 
misconduct  of  the  Ann  and  Mary  is  charged  to  have 
been  the  cause  of  the  damage,  tlie  parties  proceeding 
are  bound  to  make  out  their  case.  If  then  you  should 
be  of  opinion,  from  the  whole  of  the  evidence,  that 
there  is  a  feilure  of  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
you  must  decide  in  favour  of  the  party  proceeded 
against.  With  regard  to  the  facts  of  the  case,  those 
which  appear  to  me  to  be  material  lie  m  the  nar- 
rowest compass.  There  is  indeed  great  discrepancy  in 
parts  of  the  evidence  on  the  one  side  and  on  the 
other,  but  I  will  first  endeavour  to  point  out  those 
which  are  incontrovertible.  The  Lady  Clinton  was 
Wen  with  coals,  and  was  proceeding  towards  the  port 
of  Dover.  She  was  on  the  starboard  tack ;  her  course 
Was  south-east,  and,  according  to  her  statement,  the 
wmd  was  south-west  or  south-west  by  west ;  the  two 
first  of  these  facts  is  undenied,  the  third  is  contro- 
verted. On  the  other  hand,  the  statement  on  behalf 
of  the  Ann  and  Mary  is,  she  was  in  ballast,  on  the 
larboanl  tack,  her  course  north  by  west,  the  wind 
West  and  by  north.  Now  if  the  statement  made  on 
Wialf  of  the  owners  of  the  Lady  Clinton  be  true,  I 
apprehend  that  there  is  no  question  whatever ;  indeed 
It  is  admitted  at  the  bar,  that  if  her  statement  as  to 
A^  wind  be  correct,  what  she  did  on  that  occasion 
^38  perfectly  right  and  proper ;  and  then  it  woulc^ 
.p  2 
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^^'n      follow,  that  the  Ann  and  Mary,  although  she  i 
alter  her  course  when  she  first  descried  the 

Tub 

AukanoMahy.  Clmton,  yet,  as  she  did  afterwards  alter  it  by  ] 
her  helm  down,  was  in  error.  Assuming  th 
to  be,  as  stated  by  the  Lady  Clinton,  south-^ 
south-west  by  west,  on  descrying  the  Lady  ( 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Ann  and  Mary  not  to  hj 
her  helm  down,  but  to  have  kept  her  course  ;  1 
own  statement  is,  that,  although  she  at  first  k 
course,  she  did  just  before  the  collision  put  he 
down.  This  brings  the  case  to  the  point  on 
there  has  been  so  much  discussion,  namely,  as 
precise  quarter  in  which  the  wind  was ;  this  e^ 
consists  in  the  affidavits  of  the  masters,  the  ma 
the  crews  of  the  two  vessels,  and  each  side  s^ 
support  of  their  respective  statements.  There  i 
persons  of  respectabiUty  who  give  evidence  o 
sides,  and  some  of  whom  were  on  the  spot 
time ;  and  there  are  also  entries  from  varioi 
kept  at  different  parts  of  the  coast,  and  which  ; 
perhaps  wholly  reconcilable  with  each  other, 
gentlemen,  you,  with  your  nautical  knowledg 
be  able  to  reconcile  them.  Now,  certainly,  I 
opinion,  so  far  as  depends  on  the  balance  of  ere 
on  the  one  side  or  the  other,  that  I  cannot  tak 
myself  to  tell  you  that  either  party  has  not  sta 
truth  according  to  their  respective  statements, 
comes,  therefore,  very  desirable  that  you  sh 
possible,  come  to  a  conclusion  from  the  facts  a( 
in  the  case,  or  not  contested,  and  without  refer 
the  conflicting  parts  of  the  evidence.  I  am  no 
ever,  aware  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
you  with  sufficient  facts  to  enable  you  to  c 
There  do  however  appear  to  me  to  be  two  ( 
stances  deserving  of  great  consideration.     I  ] 
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mistaken ;  if  so,  you,  gentlemen,  from  your  nautical        L^JLa-t 

judgment,  will  be  able  to  show  where  the  delusion  z - 

ensts.  It  is  stated,  and  not  denied,  that  the  Lady  AnhakdMa«t. 
Clinton,  after  the  collision,  made  for  the  shore  and 
came  to  anchor,  and  also  that  the  other  vessel  pro- 
ceeded on  her  voyage.  Now  if  this  had  been  stated 
in  the  original  pleadings,  namely,  the  fact  that  the 
Lady  Clinton  made  for  the  shore  on  the  larboard 
tack,  it  would  have  been  incontrovertible  evidence 
that  the  wind  could  not  be  from  north  by  west.  It 
has  not  however  been  so  averred,  and  I  request  you, 
therefore,  not  to  rely  in  the  slightest  degree  on  any 
statements  in  the  affidavits  that  the  Lady  Clinton  was 
on  the  larboard  tack  when  she  came  to  an  anchor  ; 
but  you  will  consider  whether  the  fact  of  her  having 
proceeded  to  anchor  and  having  approached  the  land, 
can  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the  wind  could  not 
have  been  to  the  north  by  west.  There  is  another 
circumstance  which  weighs  strongly  on  my  mind. 
It  has  been  contended  on  the  part  of  the  owners  of 
the  Ann  and  Mary,  that  there  was  a  want  of  a  good 
look  out,  and  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  Lady  Clinton.  I  cannot  however 
discover  on  the  fece  of  the  evidence  any  circumstances 
which  will  support  that  averment ;  the  only  fact  relied 
on  for  that  purpose  is,  that  the  Lady  Clinton,  when 
she  first  descried  the  Ann  and  Mary,  was  not  able  to 
discover  whether  she  was  going  the  one  way  or  the 
other.  It  is  stated  on  the  part  of  the  Lady  Clinton, 
that  she  first  descried  the  Ann  and  Mary  at  some  dis- 
tance off;  and  that  is  quite  consistent  with  the  state- 
ment, that  at  that  distance  she  was  not  able  at  first 
to  discover  which  way  the  other  vessel  was  standing; 
hut  it  is  also  stated,  and  not  denied,  that  as  soon  as 
she  did  discover  the  precise  course  the  other  vessel 
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1843.  was  proceeding  on,  the  master  of  the  Lady  Clinto 
■^ — "^^  ■  caused  a  lanthorn  to  be  exhibited  over  the  lee  ]m 
Ann amdMart.  ^^^  *^^  purposc  of  giving  notice  of  his  position.  Tli 
is  an  act  at  least  sliowing  that  he  was  on  the  alert 
whether  the  light  was  blown  out,  or  went  out  I 
accident,  is  a  circumstance  which  does  not  deto 
from  the  intention,  although  the  Ann  and  Mary  ma 
not  have  derived  the  benefit  of  the  intended  warniBj 
As  it  is,  I  see  no  reason  for  assuming  that  a  prop 
look  out  was  not  kept  on  board  this  vessel.  Wb 
did  she  do,  as  soon  as  she  discovered  the  real  state 
the  circumstances  ?  She  put  her  helm  a-port.  0 
the  part  of  the  Ann  and  Mary,  it  is  stated,  that  b 
crew  saw  the  Lady  Clinton  one  quarter  of  a  mile  o; 
Now  this  is  a  circumstance  which,  if  it  be  true,  and 
assume  it  to  be  true,  strikes  me  thus ;  if  the  mast 
of  the  Clinton,  as  soon  as  he  discovered  the  positic 
of  the  Ann  and  Mary,  did  put  his  helm  to  port,  ai 
if  the  master  of  the  Ann  and  Mary,  who  sawtl 
Lady  Clinton  one  quarter  of  a  mile  off,  did  keep  1: 
course,  until  the  moment  before  the  collision,  he 
was  it  possible  that  the  two  vessels  did  not  go  clear 
each  other  ?  I  cannot  think,  on  this  supposition,  th 
the  case  can  be  as  represented  by  the  owners  of  t 
Ann  and  Mary.  Now,  gentlemen,  if  the  wind  be, 
represented  by  the  Lady  Clinton,  her  measures  we 
correct,  and  it  necessarily  follows,  that,  if  you  belie 
this  to  have  been  so,  you  will  give  your  judgme 
for  her ;  if,  on  another  supposition,  the  wind  was  fi 
for  both  vessels,  if  the  wind  was  somewhere  betwe 
west  and  by  north,  and  south-west  by  west,  then  t 
Lady  Clinton  was  on  the  starboard  tack,  and  the  Ai 
and  Mary  was  on  the  larboard ;  in  that  case  also 
apprehend  that  you  will  pronounce  in  favour  of  t 
Lady  Clinton.     But  you  must  also  take  into  yo 
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consideration  a  third  state  of  the  case ;  supposing  you     .  ^^^' 

to  be  of  opinion,  and  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  " ■ 

the  wind  was  as  represented  by  the  Ann  and  Mary,  AwhandMaet. 
did  that  vessel  pursue  a  proper  course,  on  descrying 
the  other  vessel  coming  on  in  a  straight  direction,  or 
almost  in  a  straight  direction?  You  will  consider 
whether,  under  this  state  of  circumstances,  according 
to  nautical  principles,  although  she  might  be  close 
hauled,  and  the  other  vessel  might  be  sailing  free, 
the  Ann  and  Mary  ought  not  to  have  pursued  mea- 
sures different  from  what  she  did.  You  will  take  all 
these  circumstances  into  your  consideration,  and  give 
me  your  opinion  as  to  what  was  the  cause  of  the 


The  Trinity  Masters. 
The  Ann  and  Mary,  by  her  own  statement,  saw 
the  Lady  Clinton  one  quarter  of  a  mile  off,  nearly 
right  a-head,  or  a  little  on  the  lee  bow.  The  Ann  and 
Mary  was  close  hauled  on  the  larboard  tack.  Al- 
though it  was  not  a  dark  night,  it  must  have  been 
difficult  to  judge  whether  the  approaching  vessel  was 
standing  close  to  the  wind  or  a  little  off;  it  was  there- 
fore the  duty  of  the  Ann  and  Mary  to  bear  away,  as 
is  the  established  l?iw  under  doubtful  circumstances 
for  all  vessels  close  hauled  on  the  larboard  tack  to  do. 
^e  are  of  opinion  that  the  Ann  and  Mary  was  wrong 
in  what  she  did ;  a  vessel  close  hauled  on  the  larboard 
tack  must  give  way,  she  never  ought  to  have  put  her 
helm  a-lee. 

The  Court. 
Pronounce  for  damages  and  costs. 

The  Trinity  Masters. 
We  beg  to  observe  to  this  Court,  that  the  golden 
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1843.  rule  so  long  established  must  be  strictly  adhered  to; 
— — — — -  it  is  this,  that  the  vessel  on  the  larboard  tack  is  to 
AnhandMabt.  give  way,  and  the  vessel  on  the  starboard  tack  to 
hold  on.  And  the  new  rule  which  has  lately  been 
made  for  steam  vessels,  namely,  each  to  put  the  helm 
a-port,  under  all  doubtful  circumstances,  assimilates 
with  it.  The  vessel  on  the  starboard  tack  puts  her 
helm  a-port  to  keep  her  wind,  and  the  vessel  on  the 
larboard  tack  does  the  same  to  bear  away.  The  same 
rule  now  applies  to  sailing  as  well  as  to  steam  vessels, 
and  if  it  be  strictly  adhered  to,  there  will  not  be  one 
thousandth  part  of  the  accidents  which  now  occur. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  of  this  case  it  was 
proposed  to  read  the  affidavits  of  two  of  the  elder 
brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  who  had  been  ex- 
amined on  the  trial  at  law,  stating  their  opinions  on 
the  case,  arising  from  what  they  heard  on  the  trial. 

Per  Curiam. 
These  affidavits  may  be  classed  under  one  of  two 
heads ;  either  they  contain  evidence  of  what  was  said 
or  done  on  the  trial,  or  they  are  the  opinion  of  nau- 
tical men  with  regard  to  evidence,  on  nautical  points, 
given  in  the  course  of  a  trial.  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  saying,  that  I  can  receive  no  evidence  of  this  na- 
ture as  to  what  occurred  at  a  trial ;  most  assuredly  no 
partial  statement  of  what  occurred  on  that  occasion 
could  in  the  slightest  degree  influence  my  decision 
on  the  present  question.  If  I  wanted  information  on 
any  point  connected  with  the  trial,  the  notes  of  the 
learned  judge  are  the  only  authority  to  which  I 
should  resort.  The  opinions  of  nautical  men  on  a 
question  of  seamanship,  indeed  of  men  of  science  on 
points  of  science  generally,  when  a  clear  statement  of 
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the  whole  of  the  facts  has  been  laid  before  them,  is  , .  '?*'• . 
admissible  evidence  in  this  as  well  as  other  courts; 


Thi 

but  in  this  case  I  am  assisted  by  gentlemen  of  great  AmnandMaby. 

skill  and  experience  in  nautical  matters,  and  it  would 

be  most  inconvenient,  and  injurious  to  the  ends  of 

justice,  if  in  cases,  where  the  Court  always  has  the 

benefit  of,  and  derives  the  greatest  assistance  from,  the 

opinions  on  nautical  points  of  the  Trinity  Masters, 

the  proceedings  were  allowed  to  be  incumbered  by 

any  evidence   by   way  of  opinion   on  such  points. 

These  affidavits  must  on  both  grounds  be  rejected. 


THE  TRAVELLER.  2iik  Novenu^. 

JN  this  case  the  Yarm,  a  small  schooner  of  forty-  it » the  duty  of 

three  tons,  whilst  proceeding  from  Bridlington  to  the  larboard 
Undon  with  a  cargo  of  oats,  was  run  down  on  the  l^aJ^Ton*^ 
ttight  of  the  4th  January  by  the  schooner  the  Tra-  |^^,^*^J^ 
\reller.  without  con- 

The  collision  took  place  when  the  two  vessels  were  ther  the  other 
»ff  the  Spurn  Light,  and  the  schooner,  the  Yarm,  was  JlJ^^p^nu  to^*^ 
so  severely  damaged,  that  she   sunk  shortly  after-  I^''*"';^^  ^*" 
'^ards.     The  present  action  was  by  plea  and  proof,  nouoced  for. 
Mid  the  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by — 

Addams  and  Robinson^  for  the  Yarm. 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Harding^  for  the  Traveller. 

Per  Curiam. 
Gentlemen,  the  question  to  be  decided  in  this  case 
^»  which  of  the  two  vessels,  under  the  circumstances 
detailed  in  the  evidence  ought  to  have  kept  the  wind, 
^d  which  ought  to  have  given  way.  The  facts  of 
^  case  are  unfortunately  embarrassed  by  great  con- 
ductions in  the  evidence  on  both  sides ;  and  with 
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^jSl^lmitr  ^^P^^  *^  *^^  statement  which  is  set  up  on  behalf  of 

• '  the  Yarm,  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cause,  thae 

Tbav"li».  is,  you  will  observe,  a  discrepancy  between  the  plea 
originally  given  in  and  the  affidavits  of  the  witnesses 
who  have  been  produced  in  its  support.  There  13 
also  some  discrepancy  in  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses 
themselves.  This  circumstance  has  been  much  com- 
mented upon  in  the  argument  at  the  bar :  but  having 
carefully  attended  to  the  observations  of  the  learned 
counsel,  I  am  bound  to  tell  you  that  in  my  opinion 
the  discrepancy  is  not  such  as  would  justify  us  m 
discrediting  either  the  case  set  up  by  the  Yarm  or 
the  evidence  of  the  witnesses.  In  proceedings  of  this 
kind  it  not  unfrequently  happens  that  when  the  ori- 
ginal statement  is  given  in,  there  are  some  points 
which  are  not  clearly  understood  by  ^e  practitionerB 
in  the  cause ;  hence  it  arises  that  the  statement  in  the 
pleadings  will  occasionally  be  at  variance  with  the 
evidence.  In  the  present  instance,  in  forming  your 
opinion,  you  will  have  to  look  to  the  evidence  and 
not  to  the  original  statement.  With  regard  to  the 
discrepancy  between  the  witnesses  themselves,  I  would 
observe  that  in  all  courts  of  law  a  discrepancy  in  the 
evidence  upon  non-essential  points  is  no  conclusiye 
disparagement  to  the  integrity  of  the  witnesses. 
Where,  on  the  contrary,  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses strictly  coincides  in  all  minute  particulars,  there 
is  much  greater  reason  for  disbelieving  them,  and  not 
for  giving  them  credit,  because  the  probability  is  that 
the  story  has  been  shaped  in  concert,  and  that  they 
have  determined  beforehand  that  they  will  agree 
even  in  the  most  minute  particular. 

Let  us  now,  gentlemen,  consider  the  facts  of  the 
case  as  they  are  set  forth  on  the  one  side  and  the 
other.     The  statement  of  the  Yarm  is,  that  she  was 
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proceeding  from  Bridlington  to  London  with  a  cargo        xdAX 
of  oate,  the  wind  bemg  W.  S.W.,  and  her  course  lying  ^^  ^^^'^^^^ 
8.  with  a  starboard  tack  on  board ;  that  shortly  aftei:    t^avsllih. 
passing  the  Spurn  Light  she  perceived  the  TraveUe? 
appro^hing,  upon  which  she  kept  her  course,  and 
hailed  the  Traveller  to  put  her  helm  a- weather ;  but 
the  Traveller  paid  no  attention  to  her  hailing,  but  kept 
her  course.     Such  is  the  statement  in  plea  which  has 
been  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  Yarm.    In  the  evidence 
of  her  witnesses,  however,  the  collision  is  attributed  not 
merely  to  the  Traveller  having  kept  on  her  course, 
but  also  to  her  having  put  her  helm  to  leeward,  so  as 
to  come  more  directly  in  contact  with  the  Yarm.   Now 
according  to  my  view  of  the  case,  as  I  have  already 
observed,  although  this  is  to  a  certain  extent  a  deparr 
ture  from  the  averment  in  the  plea,  if  the  matter  rested 
here,  I  do  not  think  that  the  discrepancy  between  the 
statement  in  plea  and  the  evidence  of  the  Yarm's  wit- 
nesses could  materially  afiect  the  merits  of  the  question 
to  be  decided ;  and  for  this  reason — that  if  it  was  the 
^lity  of  the  Traveller  to  give  way,  it  is  of  no  import- 
^ce  whether  she  omitted  to  give  way  or  kept  her 
helm  to  leeward ;  in  either  case  it  is  obvious  that  she 
^ould  have  been  equally  in  fault. 

liet  us  now  look  to  the  case  which  is  set  up  on 
behalf  of  the  vessel  proceeded  against.  After  stating 
^^t  she  was  proceeding  on  the  larboard  tack  and  in 
^  north-westerly  course,  the  wind  being  W.  by  N.  to 
^.  N.W.,  she  further  alleges,  that  when  the  two  ves- 
sels were  approaching  each  other,  the  Yarm  was  hailed 
^  go  to  the  windward.  This  is  an  important  aver- 
ment, as  showing  that,  in  the  judgment  of  the  persons 
^n  board  the  Traveller,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
Yarm  to  give  way,  and  her  own  duty  was  to  keep  her 
^iirse.     With  respect  to  the  relative  position  of  the 


Thb 
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1843.        two  vessels  at  the  time,  there  is  a  contradiction  in  tt^^ 
241*  November.  ^^^  statements.     On  the  part  of  the  Traveller  it  is 
averred,  that  when  first  descried  the  Yarm  was  aboi*^ 
two  points  on  the  lee-bow  of  the  Traveller.     On  Hm^^ 
part  of  the  Yarm  the  statement  is  of  a  contrary  nature* 
I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  enter  into  a  minufc^ 
consideration  as  to  which  of  these  statements  is  cor^ 
rect;  and  for  this  reason — ^in  the  first  place,  it  would 
be  most  extremely  difficult  to  ascertain  the  point  front:* 
the  evidence  before  us;  and  secondly,  I  apprehend 
that  it  has  been  distinctly  laid  down  over  and  ove:^ 
again  that  when  two  vessels  on  opposite  tacks  ar^ 
approaching  each  other,  and  there  is  a  probability  »^ 
a  collision,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  vessel  on  the  larboarc3 
tack  to  give  way  at  once,  without  considering  whe- 
ther the  other  vessel  be  one  or  more  points  to  leewarA  - 
There  is  one  other  circumstance  to  which  I  will 
advert  before  I  conclude  my  observations.     It  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the  Travelled, 
that  upon  the  night  when  the  collision  took  place  ^t 
vessel  might  have  been  seen  a  mile  off.     The  nighi.'t 
therefore  could  not  have  been  a  dark  night.     It  x^ 
also  further  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Traveller,  th^t 
when  she  first  descried  the  Yarm,  there  was  ampl^ 
time  to  have  put  her  helm  to  windward;  but  thstt 
according   to   her  judgment  this  was  not  a  proper 
measure  to  be  adopted,  but  that  she  was  bound  "to 
keep  her  course.      Gentlemen,   you   will  have  the 
goodness  to  take  all  these  circumstances  into  yotir 
consideration,  and  to  favour  me  with  your  opinion 
whether  you  think  that  the  Traveller  is  to  blame. 

Trinity  Masters. 
The  Traveller  ought  to  have  given  way. 
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Per  Curiam.  «. .  ^5^^-  . 

In  that  case  I  pronounce  for  the  damage  of  course, 

with  the  costs.  Travelleb. 

Both  this  and  other  decisions  which  have  taken 
place  are  very  important  with  respect  to  vessels  en- 
gaged in  the  occupation  in  which  these  vessels  were 
employed,  as  establishing  the  principle  that  at  night  it 
is  die  duty  of  the  vessel  on  the  larboard  tack  to  give 

way  to  a  vessel  on  the  starboard  tack,  even  although 

the  latter  should  be  sailing  with  the  wind  free. 


THE  VIRGIL.     Wilson. 


bih  December. 


TN  this  case  the  Virffil,  a  brig  of  237  tons  burthen,  Maaten  of 

bound  from  Archangel  to  Bristol,  with  a  cargo  of  gating  ai  night, 
deals,  battens,  &c.,  at  about  eight  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the  *^  tMjm^r 
night  of  6th  October,  came  into  collision  with  the  EngThV''' 
sloop  Jean,  which,  from   the  damage   she  received,  f.*»?°c«»  ©^  ^o^- 
snortly  afterwards  sunk,  her  crew  bemg  saved   on     a  vessel  saii- 
l>oard  the  Virgil.     An  action  was  entered  in  the  sum  ind  fo^gy*night 

of  500/.  with  her  top. 

mast  studding 

The  act  on  petition  in  substance  pleaded,  that  the  »»*»  »et,  con- 

T  i*  Mrx  1  1  .1  demned  in  the 

Jean,  ot  49  tons  or  thereabouts,  was  m  the  pro-  damage  sued 


secution  of  a  voyage  from  Hartlepool  to  Dundee  with 
^  cargo  of  coals,  and  about  half-past  seven  p.  m.  of 
4e  evening  on  which  the  collision  occurred,  she  was 
off  Coquet  Island,  the  Coquet  light  bearing  W.,  dis- 
*^t  about  three  miles  and  half,  the  wind  N.  W.  by 
"  •,  with  a  stiff  breeze,  the  sea  being  smooth  and  the 
^ght  dark ;  that  the  said  sloop  was  on  the  larboard 
^ck  upon  a  wind  steering  about  N.,  and  a  good  look 
out  was  being  kept  on  board,  when  the  brig  pro- 
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Tui  Virgil. 


1^43.  ceeded  acrainst  was  observed  on  the  sloop's  starboard 
bow,  having  her  topmast  studding  sails  set,  steering 
S.  half  W.,  and  about  two  ships  length  distant ;  that 
said  brig  was  instantly  hailed  by  the  mate  of  the  said 
sloop,  but  that  she  returned  no  answer,  and  continued 
her  course  without  any  alteration ;  the  consequence  of 
which  was  that  she  struck  the  sloop,  which  neither 
did  nor  could  do  any  thing  to  avoid  the  collision, 
with  such  force  as  to  cut  her  down  to  the  water's 
edge,  and  the  sloop  shortly  afterwards  went  down 
head  forwards  and  was  totally  lost. 

The  case  set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  Virgil  in  the 
answer  to  the  act  on  petition  was  to  the  effect  that  a 
good  look  out  was  kept  on  board  the  Virgil,  but  that 
in  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  night,  which  was 
described  as  hazy  and  very  dark,  it  was  impossible  for 
the  persons  on  board  the  Virgil  to  see  the  sloop,  which 
being  small  and  deeply  laden,  and  sailing  close  to  the 
wind,  there  was  merely  the  thickness  of  her  masts  to 
form  a  loom  ;  that  no  hailing  was  heard  on  board  the 
brig,  and  that  the  said  brig,  notwithstanding  the 
greater  size  of  her  loom,  was  not  seen  from  the  sloop 
until  the  moment  of  the  collision.  The  answer  to 
the  act  then  further  denied  that  the  accident  was  oc- 
casioned by  any  neglect  or  misconduct  of  the  persons 
on  board  the  Virgil,  but  was  wholly  and  entirely  the 
result  of  inevitable  accident  owing  to  the  darkness  of 
the  weather,  and  that  admissions  to  this  effect  had 
been  made  and  repeated  by  the  master  of  the  Jean 
subsequent  to  the  collision  in  question. 

These  declarations  were,  as  a  matter  of  course, 
counterpleaded  and  denied  in  a  rejoinder  on  behalf  of 
the  Jean. 

The  case  was  argued  by — 

Haggard  and  Robinson^  for  the  Virgil. 
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dams  and  Harding^  for  the  Jean.  ^^  D^^her. 


^er  Curiam. 

itlemen, — It  rarely  happens  in  cases  of  this 
ption  that  the  Court  can  place  any  safe  reliance 
declarations  or  admissions  purporting  to  have 
nade,  recenti  facto,  by  the  masters  or  the  crews 
ler  of  the  vessels  in  the  cause.  Where  such  de- 
ions  are  pleaded  on  the  one  side,  it  almost  uni- 
j  occurs  that  they  are  counterpleaded  and  denied 
3  other;  and  in  the  conflict  of  evidence  which  ne- 
ily  arises,  it  is  impossible  for  the  Court  to  ascer- 
with  any  accuracy  or  satisfaction  to  itself,  to 
I  side  a  preferable  credence  should  be  given, 
issing  therefore  from  consideration  in  the  present 
ice  certain  declarations  which  have  been  so  much 
ised  in  the  arguments  of  the  learned  counsel, 

endeavour  as  shortly  as  possible  to  bring  under 
Qotice  the  real  facts  of  the  case  as  they  are  repre- 
l  to  have  taken  place  previously  to  and  at  the 
rf  the  collision  in  question.  The  statement  on 
f  of  the  Jean,  the  vessel  that  was  run  down,  is 
y  to  this  effect :  She  was,  it  is  alleged,  proceed- 
orthwards  on  the  larboard  tack,  with  the  wind 
'.  by  W.,  and  about  half-past  seven  in  the  even- 
f  the  6th  of  October  last,  and  when  about  three 

or  three  miles  and  a  half  off  the  Coquet  Island 

she  descried  the  Virgil,  the  vessel  proceeded 
St,  approaching  on  the  larboard  bow.  It  is  fur- 
alleged  on  her  behalf,  that  being  on  a  wind  it 
totally  impossible  for  her  to  change  her  course, 
hat  the  other  vessel  ran  into  her  and  sunk  her. 

is  the  statement  on  the  part  of  the  Jean  ;  a  short 
nent  it  is  true,  but  one  that  in  my  view  of  it  is 

sufficient,  and  which  fixes  the  locality  of  the 


TUS  VlRQIL. 
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1B43.        accident  beyond  all  question  of  doubt.     I  will  no^ 

-^ advert  to  the  defence  which  is  set  up  by  the  Virgil, 

The  irgiu  ^^j  ^  ^  doiug  I  must  observc  that  this  defence  is, 
in  some  respects,  of  an  extraordinary  description. 
After  stating  her  own  voyage  and  the  place  where  the 
collision  occurred,  the  answer  of  the  Virgil  simply 
alleges  that  the  night  was  very  dark  and  hazy,  and 
that  a  good  look  out  was  kept  by  the  watch  on  decL 
Is  it  not  extraordinary  that  in  this  answer,  which  is 
her  defence,  and  which  ought  to  contain  the  whole  of 
that  defence,  there  is  not  to  be  found  one  single  aver- 
ment as  to  the  wind— as  to  the  rate  at  which  the 
vessel  was  sailing — as  to  the  tack  she  was  on — as  to 
the  course  she  was  pursuing — as  to  the  sails  that  were 
set — or  as  to  which  bow  was  struck  ?  Not  one  single 
averment  I  repeat  respecting  any  of  these  matters  is 
to  be  found  in  the  answer  to  the  act  on  petition.  A 
circumstance  I  must  say  which  is  calculated  not  only 
to  excite  a  considerable  surprise  in  the  mind  of  the 
Court,  but  to  put  a  very  considerable  difficulty  in  the 
way  of  the  Virgil  herself.  The  practice  of  the  Court 
requires  that  all  the  essential  particulars  of  the  defence 
should  be  set  forth  in  the  pleadings  in  the  first  in- 
stance ;  and  if  this  Court  was  to  sanction  the  attempt 
which  has  been  made  in  the  present  instance  to  supply 
the  omission  of  these  matters  in  plea,  by  importing 
them  into  the  affidavits  of  the  witnesses,  great  detri- 
ment and  injustice  must  be  done  towards  the  adverse 
parties  in  the  suit,  by  the  introduction  of  matter  which 
they  could  never  have  the  opportunity  of  meeting. 

Such  then  being  the  substance  of  the  case  set  up 
by  the  Virgil,  it  is  obvious  that  her  defence  is  rested 
upon  a  case  of  inevitable  accident ;  in  other  words, 
that  the  night  was  dark  and  hazy,  and  that  she  had 
not  the  power  to  avoid  the  collision*     Now  let  us  for 
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a  moment  consider  what  is  meant  by  the  term  inevit- 
able accident.  In  my  apprehension,  an  inevitable 
accident  in  point  of  law  is  this,  viz.  that  which  the 
party  charged  with  the  offence  could  not  possibly 
prevent  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution  and 
maritime  skill.  If  a  vessel  charged  with  having  oc- 
casioned a  collision  should  be  sailing  at  the  rate  of 
eight  or  nine  miles  an  hour,  when  she  ought  to  have 
proceeded  only  at  the  speed  of  three  or  four,  it  will 
be  no  valid  excuse  for  the  master  to  aver  that  he 
could  not  prevent  the  accident  at  the  moment  it 
occurred,  if  he  could  have  used  measures  of  precau- 
tion, that  would  have  rendered  the  accident  less  pro- 
bable ;  it  may  undoubtedly  be  important  that  a  voyage 
should  be  completed  in  the  most  speedy  manner,  but 
such  speed  mult'  be  combined  with  safety  to  other 
vessels  sailing  in  an  opposite  course.  This  is  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Courts  of  Admiralty  in  cases  of  this  kind, 
^d  by  this  doctrine  you  must  be  guided  in  forming 
your  opinion  upon  the  present  occasion.  Let  us  then 
for  a  moment  consider  in  conclusion,  how  and  in  what 
degree  the  application  of  this  doctrine  bears  upon  the 
^lefence  which  has  been  set  up  by  the  owner  of  the 
vessel  proceeded  against. 

Now  it  appears  to  me,  there  are  only  two  points 
on  which  it  is  possible  to  fix  upon  the  Virgil  any 
^'ant  of  propriety  of  conduct,  viz.  that  she  did  not 
l^eep  a  good  look-out,  or  that  she  was  carrying  a 
greater  press  of  sail  than  she  ought  to  have  carried 
^der  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  Upon  the  first 
point,  looking  to  the  evidence  before  me,  I  am  not 
pJ^epared  to  affirm  negatively  that  a  good  look-out  was 
^ot  kept.  With  respect  to  the  more  important  mat- 
ter, whether  she  was  or  was  not  carrying  more  sail 
*han  under  the  circumstances  she  ought  to  have  car- 

VOL.  II.  Q 
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Tub  Viroil. 
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1843.  ried,  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  she  clearly  had  the  win 
***"  *  free,  and  that  at  the  time  of  the  collision  she  m 
sailing  with  her  studding  sail  set;  it  is  also  to  I: 
borne  in  mind  that  the  night  is  admitted  to  \m 
been  dark  and  hazy.  Under  these  circumstance 
gentlemen,  then  it  remains  for  you  to  consider  wIm 
ther  the  Virgil  has  or  has  not  so  conducted  heree 
with  respect  to  the  quantity  of  sail  she  was  carryini 
that  in  point  of  fact  she  rendered  the  accident  moi 
probable  than  it  would  otherwise  have  been. 

Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion,  that,  looking  t 
the  courses  of  the  two  vessels,  the  state  of  the  wind 
and  more  especially  to  the  darkness  of  the  night,  th 
Virgil  ought  to  have  been  under  more  easy  sail,  am 
was  consequently  to  blame. 

Damage  pronounced  for,  with  costs. 


mhP^ember.  EBENEZER.    Varwell. 

A  Teuei  run.     T^HE  act  on  petition  in  this  case  set  forth  that  th 

mog  free  with  aJL/C         a        A  i        n    ^       -i         t  n  r^rxr\ 

fair  wind,  and  snow  tlic  Coucord,  of  the  buTtheu  of  200  ton 

^re f aii!top-  sailea  from  the  port  of  Newcastle,  bound  to  the  poi 

MiTVoreMd^ft  ^^  London,  with  a  cargo  of  coals,  on  the  morning t 

mainsail,  and     the  19th  of  May  last.     That  the  said  vessel  proceedc 

the  weaiher** '   ou  her  voyagc  without  any  material  occurrence  ti 

Sa^nd\he'^   midnight  of  the  22nd,  when  she  was  tacked  to  tl 

DiraiweFfrom  ^outhward,  the  Dudgeon  light  vessel  bearing  S.  an 

further  obser?-    by  E.  half  E.,  distant  about  seven  or  eight  miles,  tl 

in^e^siuujl^n  weather  clear  and  moderate,  the  wind  E.S.E.,  and  tl 

inevftobie^acci-  ^^  vesscl,  with  two  courscs  sct.  Steering  close  to  tl 

denu  ^^(j  Qn  the  larboard  tack  at  the  rate  of  about  tlm 

knots  an  hour,  not  being  able  to  lay  her  course.    Tb 

at  a  quarter-past  one,  a.  m.  the  next  day,  the  23rd  ( 

May,  the  weather  began  to  darken  and  became  ver 
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thick,  so  that  obiects  could  not  be  discerned  at  more       1843< 

^  I2th  December. 


than  two  ships'  length  off,  whereupon  one  of  the 
watch,  who  was  forward,  began  and  continued  blow-  ebenme*. 
ing  a  horn,  and  another  of  the  said  watch  continued 
keeping  a  good  look-out.  That  about  half-past  one 
of  Uie  same  day,  a  vessel  was  perceived  right  a-head 
of  the  Concord,  but  rather  on  the  starboard  bow,  and 
steering  directly  for  her,  whereupon  the  helm  of  the 
Concord  was  instantly  put  hard  a-lee,  in  order  to 
deaden  the  blow,  and  thereby  save  life  if  not  pro- 
perty, it  being  impossible  to  have  avoided  a  collision 
either  by  putting  her  helm  up  or  by  any  other  means^ 
in  consequence  of  the  two  vessels  being  so  near,  and 
the  rapid  rate  at  which  they  were  then  approaching 
each  other.  That  before  the  Concord  at  all  answered 
her  helm,  or  altered  her  position,  the  said  vessel,  which 
proved  to  be  the  Ebenezer,  the  vessel  proceeded 
against,  ran  into  the  Concord's  starboard  bow,  doing 
her  8uch  damage  as  caused  her  to  sink  about  an  hour 
and  twenty  minutes  after  receiving  the  blow.  That 
the  Ebenezer,  when  so  discovered,  was  running  north- 
wards with  a  &ir  wind,  and  had  a  square  sail,  topmast 
^ding  sail,  fore  and  aft  mainsail  and  gaff  topsail 
set,  the  said  square  sail  being  very  deep,  and  pre* 
veatiiig  anything  being  seen  a-head  of  her.  That 
th»e  was  no  notice  given  of  her  proximity  to  any 
<*her  vessel  towards  which  she  was  running,  and 
although  hailed  from  the  Concord,  such  hailing  was 
Mfectual.  That  the  said  collision  was  entirely  at- 
tributable to  those  on  board  tlie  Ebenezer,  in  carrying 
S'Hih  an  improper  press  of  sail  on  a  thick  foggy  night, 
and  in  the  lair- way  course  of  coasting'vessels,  without 
4e  necessary  precautions  taken,  and  without  a  good 
look-out  being  kept  on  board. 
The  answer  to  the  act  on  the  part  of  the  Ebenezer 
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1843.  admitted  that  the  Concord  might  have  been  sailing 
-i—  *^_JL  close  to  the  wind  on  the  larboard  tack  at  the  rate  of 
Ebmiimr.  three  knots  an  hour,  and  that  she  was  unable  to  lay 
her  course ;  it  also  admitted  that  at  the  time  of  the 
collision  the  weather  became  very  thick,  but  denied 
that  a  vessel  could  at  such  time  be  seen  at  a  distance 
of  two  cables'  length  off,  or  that  the  sound  of  a  fog 
horn  was  heard  by  any  person  on  board  the  Ebenezer 
as  coming  from  the  Concord.  It  was  also  further 
admitted  that  the  Ebenezer  was  running  northward 
with  a  fair  wind  and  a  square  sail,  topmast  studding 
sail,  fore  and  aft  mainsail,  and  gaff  topsail  set ;  and 
that  at  the  time  those  on  board  the  Concord  saw  the 
Ebenezer,  the  two  vessels  were  so  near  that  it  was 
perfectly  impossible  for  either  the  Concord  or  the 
Ebenezer  to  avoid  the  collision,  notwithstandmg  the 
said  Concord  might  have  put  her  helm  hard  a-lee. 
The  answer  then  in  conclusion  alleged  that  a  good 
look-out  was  kept  on  board  the  Ebenezer,  the  captain 
sounding  the  fog  horn  almost  without  intermission. 
That  the  sails  which  were  set  in  the  said  schooner 
were  not  larger  or  more  numerous  than  such  as  would 
be  used  by  any  person  commanding  a  schooner  of  the 
Ebenezer's  tonnage  in  such  weather;  and  from  the 
number  of  vessels,  upwards  of  400,  in  the  North  Sea 
at  the  time,  had  the  said  schooner  carried  less  sail 
than  she  actually  carried,  she  would  have  been  in 
danger  of  being  run  down  by  some  other  vessels  sail- 
ing in  the  same  direction.  That  the  collision  was  not 
at  all  attributable  to  the  mismanagement  of  the  pe^ 
sons  on  board  the  Ebenezer  as  assigned,  but  entirely 
attributable  to  the  extreme  thickness  of  the  fog,  and 
that  no  human  power  or  skill  could  prevent  the  loss 
that  occurred. 
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The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by  i843. 

12th  DeetmUr. 

Addams  and  Robinson^  for  the  owners  of  the  Con-        '^^ 
cord.  Eb*nezk«. 

Haggard  and  i?.  Phillimorey  for  the  Ebenezer. 

Per  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington. 

Gentlemen,  In  this  case  I  must  call  your  attention 
to  one  or  two  observations  in  the  first  instance,  which 
1  conceive  are  of  importance  both  as  regards  the  re- 
sult of  the  case  itself  and  the  future  practice  of  the 
Court  in  cases  of  this  kind.  You  are  well  aware,  I 
presume,  firom  the  experience  you  have  had  in  these 
cases,  that  all  our  proceedings  are  commenced  by  what 
is  teraied  an  act  on  petition,  in  which  the  party  pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause  is  supposed  to  set  forth  the 
whole  grounds  upon  which  he  rests  his  case.  You 
are  also  aware,  I  presume,  that  the  answer  of  the 
party  defendant  in  the  suit  ought  to  contain  all  the 
grounds  of  his  defence,  and  not  only  so,  but  also  any 
blame  which  he  deems  imputable  to  the  party  pro- 
ceeding in  the  cause.  Now  this  is  of  the  utmost  im- 
portance, and  ought  to  be  distinctly  understood ;  and 
I  hold  it  indispensable  in  this  case  and  all  others  that 
we  should  consider  the  charge  on  the  one  side  and 
on  the  other  upon  what  is  originally  stated  in  the 
pleadings  in  the  cause,  and  if  affidavits  are  produced 
in  this  or  other  causes  at  variance  with  these  state- 
nients,  or  extraneous  to  them,  such  affidavits  are  to  be 
rejected,  as  well  as  the  arguments  which  are  attempted 
to  be  drawn  from  them. 

Having  thus  directed  your  attention  to  the  prin- 
ciple upon  which  these  proceedings  are  conducted,  I 
^11  now  briefly  point  out  to  you  what  was  the  ori- 
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1843. 
I2th  D§cember, 

The 
Ebbmbsbr. 


ginal  case  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  Concord,  the  vessel 
proceeding  in  the  cause. 

It  is  alleged  on  her  behalf,  that  at  a  quarter-past 
one  a.m.  of  the  23rd  of  May  last,  the  weather  b^an 
to  darken  and  become  very  thick,  so  that  objects 
could  not  be  discerned  more  than  two  cables  distant 
That  about  that  period  of  time  a  vessel  was  observed 
right  a-head  of  her,  and  steering  directly  towards  her 
a  little  on  the  larboard  bow.  That  in  order  to  save 
the  vessel,  by  deadening  the  blow,  and  thereby  in  aS 
probability  to  save  the  lives  of  those  on  board,  the 
helm  of  the  Concord  was  instantly  put  hard  a-lee,  but 
that  in  consequence  of  the  two  vessels  being  so  near 
to  each  other,  and  the  rate  at  which  they  were  so  re- 
spectively sailing,  it  was  impossible  to  avoid  a  col- 
lision, and  before  the  Concord  at  all  answered  her 
helm  or  altered  her  position,  the  vessel,  which  proved 
to  be  the  Ebenezer,  the  vessel  proceeded  against,  ran 
into  the  Concord's  starboard  bow. 

You  will  here  observe,  that  the  state  of  the  weather, 
the  distance  at  which  the  respective  vessels  could  be 
seen,  and  the  measures  adopted  by  the  Concord,  are 
distinctly  set  forth.  You  will  also  observe,  in  a  sub- 
sequent part  of  the  act  on  petition,  that  the  blame  is 
expressly  imputed  to  the  Ebenezer,  in  having  more 
sails  set  than  she  ought  to  have  carried  under  the 
circumstances,  and  that  she  did  not  keep  a  good  look- 
out. 

This  being  the  case  set  up  in  the  act  on  petition  by 
the  party  proceeding  in  the  cause,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  owners  of  the  Ebenezer,  the  vessel  proceeded 
against,  must  have  been  cognizant  of  the  case  which 
was  made  against  them,  because  this  act  on  petition, 
by  the  practice  of  the  Court,  is  invariably  delivered 
to  the  opposing  parties  in  the  suit,  to  shape  their  de- 
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fence  accordingly.     It  was  therefore  perfectly  com-        i843. 

I2th  Dtcember. 


petent  for  the  owners  of  the  Ebenezer,  in  the  present 

instance  (had  any  such  ground  of  defence  existed),     ebb^ezbr. 

to  have  said  that  the  blame  was  imputable  to  the 

Concord  in  thus  putting  her  helm  hard  a-lee ;  but  no 

such  charge  is  made  upon  the  present  occasion.     I 

shall  not,  therefore,  ask  your  opinion  whether  the 

Concord  was  to  blame  in  so  putting  her  helm  a-lee, 

because  it  is  not  a  point  made  in  the  case,  although 

the  counsel  for  the  Ebenezer  has  adverted  to  it  in  the 

argument. 

Let  us  now  see  how  the  case  stands  with  respect  to 
the  Ebenezer,  the  vessel  proceeded  against.  The  prin- 
cipal blame  imputed  to  her  is,  that  she  was  canying 
too  great  a  press  of  sail  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  "  running  with  a  fair  wind,  and  having  her 
square  sail,  topmast  studding  sail  fore  and  aft,  main- 
sail and  gaff  top  sail  set,  and  the  said  square  sail  being 
very  deep."  Her  course  it  appears  was  N.W.,  the 
wind  being  E.S.E.,  consequently  she  was  free. 

Now,  gentlemen,  this  being  the  state  of  the  case, 
you  will  have  to  consider  whether  the  measure  adopted 
by  the  Concord,  in  putting  her  helm  a-lee,  was  a  right 
measure  or  not.  With  regard  to  the  sails,  which  are 
admitted  to  have  been  set  by  the  Ebenezer,  I  cannot 
pretend  to  form  an  opinion  whether  it  was  proper  and 
justifiable  or  otherwise ;  but  with  respect  to  the  night, 
I  have  no  hesitation  in  expressing  my  conviction  that 
it  was  very  dark,  and  in  this  opinion  I  rely  upon  the 
evidence  of  James  Mitchell,  who,  it  is  stated,  belongs 
to  the  floating  light  vessel,  distant  about  eight  miles 
from  the  place  where  the  collision  took  place,  and  who 
describes  the  night  in  the  following  terms :  **  that  the 
density  of  the  fog  during  the  whole  of  the  said  last- 
Dientioned  time,  which  was  the  time  of  the  collision. 
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1843.        was  such  as  rendered  it  impossible  for  any  object 

tcMi — .  ^jj^^ygp  being  seen  beyond  the  distance  of  100  feet 

Ebemizse.     frona  the  said  light  vessel." 

Now,  gentlemen,  without  pretending  to  ascertain 
whether  at  the  time  of  the  collision  a  vessel  could  be 
seen  100  feet  or  70  feet  off,  a  circumstance  that  must 
so  entirely  depend  upon  the  size  of  the  vessel  and 
other  circumstances,  I  apprehend  that  it  may  be  saiely 
taken  for  granted  that  the  night  in  question  was  ex- 
ceedingly dark  and  misty.  This  being  so,  it  will  be 
for  you  to  consider  and  determine  whether  or  no, 
under  the  circumstances,  you  are  satisfied  that  the 
Ebenezer,  in  carrying  the  sail  she  is  admitted  to  have 
carried,  was  under  a  greater  press  of  sail  than  she 
ought  to  have  been.  I  will  only  notice,  in  conclusion, 
that  it  is  stated  on  behalf  of  the  Ebenezer,  as  a  reason 
for  her  carrying  the  sail  she  did,  that  a  very  large 
quantity  of  vessels  were  immediately  in  her  wake,  and 
that  she  carried  the  sail  in  question  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  the  possibility  of  any  of  the  vessels  running 
into  her.  This  is  a  matter  entirely  for  your  consider- 
ation ;  and  taking  into  your  consideration  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  you  will  oblige  me  by  stating 
whether  the  collision  in  question  was  occasioned  by 
the  default  of  either  and  which  of  the  vessels,  or 
whether  it  is  to  be  attributed  solely  and  entirely  to 
inevitable  accident. 

Trinity  Masters. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Concord  did  right  in 
not  porting  her  helm  immediately  that  she  saw  the 
Ebenezer,  and  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
particularly  looking  to  the  weather,  that  no  blame 
attaches  to  the  Ebenezer,  but  that  the  collision  was 
the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 


Thb 
Ebinezer. 
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Per  Cur. — In  that  case  I  pronounce  against  the  ,. .  '«<'• 
damage  sued  for. 

Dr.  Haggard. — ^With  costs  ? 

Per  Cur. — No ;  under  the  circumstances  I  am  not 
nclined  to  give  costs.  I  think  there  were  a  great 
many  difficulties  in  the  case  which  might  fairly  have 
raided  both  parties. 


LONDON  PACKET.     BRim  ,^,^_^. 


THIS  was  a  cause  of  damage  promoted  by  Robert  The  •ppUcaiion 
Priest,  of  the  port  of  Hull,  and  others,  the  owners  Hoai  reguia. 
)f  the  vessel  Hull,  aQ:ainst  the  ship  or  vessel  London  tion  with  respect 
racket,  her  tackle,  apparel,  &c.  meetiog  etch 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  as  set  forth  in  the  upo^n'the  u°r-* 
let  on  petition  were  to  the  following  eflPect :  it  was  ^J?upon^^*e 
fated,  that  at  four  o'clock  a.  m.  of  the  1st  of  June  »tarbotrd  uuik, 
astjthe  brig  Hull,  of  the  burthen  of  116  tons,  sailed  the  presampUon 
rom  Middlesbro',  in  the  county  of  York,  bound  on  a  Jtlieis*are  Si. 
voyage  to  London,  with  a  cargo  of  coals,  and  at  seven  ^h^ojfjl^an^ 
u  m.  arrived,  in  tow  of  a  steam  tug,  at  the  fair- way  »» not  intended 
)uoy  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  Tees,  when  the  steam  the  heads  of  the 
ugwas  cast  off,  the  wind  at  such  time  being  E.S.E.  MiHSe^ying^^n 
nth  light  breezes.     That  upon  the  steam  tug  being  ^^^^^^  *'*'*^" 
ast  off,  the  brig,  in  consequence  of  the  head  wind, 
tood  to  the  northward  on  the  starboard  tack,  and  con- 
inued  on  such  tack  till  noon,  when  she  was  tacked 
0  the  southward  on  the  larboard  tack,  on  which  tack 
he  remained  until  four  o'clock  p.  m.,  when  she  was 
igain  tacked  to  the  N.E.  on  the  starboard  tack,  and 
continued  upon  such  tack  until  half-past  seven  p.  m., 
^hen  the  wind  gradually  died  away,  so  that  at  half- 
^t  eight  she  became  wholly  becalmed ;  and  it  being 
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184S. 
12Ui  D§cmher. 

Thb  London 
Packet. 


ebb  tide  at  the  time,  and  also  in  consequence  of  the 
swell  of  the  sea,  the  brig  was  thrown  athwart  the  tide 
with  her  head  to  the  N.  and  E.,  her  helm  being 
lashed  a-lee.  That  she  remained  in  this  position  until 
eleven  p.  m.,  when  a  light  air  having  sprung  up  fiom 
the  southward,  her  yards  were  braced  sharp  up  on  the 
starboard  tack,  her  helm  was  put  hard  to  starboard, 
and  her  head  brought  up  to  the  wind ;  but  notwith- 
standing, the  said  brig,  for  want  of  sufficient  windj 
was  still  unmanageable.  That  about  ten  minutes  past 
eleven  p.  m.,.the  night  being  clear,  a  schooner,  which 
proved  to  he  the  London  Packet,  bound  for  Sunder- 
land, in  ballast  trim,  was  seen  by  the  watch  on  deck 
about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  off  coming  down  upon  her 
from  the  southward,  with  all  her  sail  set,  and  bring- 
ing with  her  a  breeze  from  the  S.S.W..  That  the 
schooner  was  immediately  hailed  to  keep  clear  of  the 
brig,  but  she  notwithstanding  kept  her  course  and 
ran  a-board  the  said  brig.  That  the  damage  was  en- 
tirely occasioned  by  the  neglect  of  the  persons  on 
board  the  schooner,  and  that  the  brig,  by  reason  ol 
the  premises,  could  do  nothing  to  avoid  the  collision, 
being  still  unmanageable,  by  reason  of  not  answering 
her  helm,  and  having  her  head  sails  shivering  in  the 
wind. 

On  behalf  of  the  London  Packet  it  was  pleaded 
that  she  set  sail  from  Rye  upon  the  28th  of  May 
bound  to  Sunderland,  with  a  cargo  of  oak  plank  anc 
timber,  and  upon  the  1st  of  June,  about  half-pas^ 
eleven  o'clock,  she  was  crossing  the  mouth  of  th< 
Tees,  with  the  wind  moderate  from  the  S.W.  by  W. 
and  all  her  sails  set  except  the  studding  sails.  Thai 
the  night  was  fine,  but  the  weather  was  hazy,  and  m 
moon  up.  That  I.  B.,  the  master,  being  upon  ded 
and  upon  the  look-out,  observed  a  brig,  which  proved 
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to  be  the  Hull,  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cause,  a  ,« .  ^i*^' . 

ahort  distance  off,  on  the  larboard  bow,  the  schooner  .  — ■' 

Bhnding  a  course  N.N.W.  half  W.     That  the  helm      Fackbt. 

rf  the  schooner  was  thereupon  immediately  put  to 

port,  and  she  bore  away  two  points  of  the  compass. 

That  the  helm  of  the  brig  was  continued  a-starboard, 

and  she  bore  down  upon  the  schooner  with  all  sails 

set  and  full.     That,  as  the  two  vessels  neared  each 

other,  the  helm  of  the  schooner  was  put  hard  a-      ^ 

port,  and  so  continued  until  the  collision  took  place. 

That  the  master  of  the  schooner  hailed  the  brig  to 

port  her  helm,  but  notwithstanding  she  continued  to 

bear  down  upon  the  schooner,  and  that  the  accident 

was  entirely  imputable  to  the  misconduct  of  the  brig, 

in  so  keeping  her  helm  a-starboard,  &c. 

The  Court  was  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters,  and 
the  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  JRobinsonj  for  the  Hull. 

Haggard  and  TvnsSf  for  the  London  Packet. 

Per  Curiam, 
The  learned  Judge  having  adverted  in  detail  to  the 
fects  of  the  case  as  set  forth  in  the  pleadings,  pro- 
ceeded to  address  the  Trinity  Masters  to  the  following 
effect:  Now,  gentlemen,  I  wish  particularly  to  direct 
your  attention  to  the  statement  of  the  Hull,  the  vessel 
pn)ceeding  in  the  cause,  because  you  will  be  able  to 
judge  whether  it  is  true  in  point  of  fact,  and  whether 
the  measures  adopted  on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other 
^ere  the  correct  and  proper  measures  to  be  pursued 
^iet  the  circumstances.  The  statement  of  the  Hull 
B,  that  her  yards  were  braced  sharp  up  on  the  lar- 
Wrd  tack,  that  her  helm  was  put  hard  to  starboard, 
^th  her  head  to  the  S.E. ;  and  being  in  this  position, 
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i2ih^D^!mbm:  *^^  schooner,  the  London  Packet,  the  vessel  pro 
"~     ;  ceeded  aQ:ainst,  came  down  upon  her  with  all  hei 

Thb  London  ..  i-i  7  o  inn  xrr       •    • 

Packet.  sails  sct,  and  With  a  breeze  from  the  S.S. W. ;  it  n 
also  further  stated,  that  at  the  period  of  the  coUisioD 
the  breeze  had  not  reached  the  Hull,  and  that  in 
point  of  fact  she  was  in  an  unmanageable  conditioa 
and  could  do  nothing. 

On  the  other  side  it  was  admitted  that  the  wind  al 
the  time  was  S.W.  and  by  W.,  and  that  the  course  oi 
the  London  Packet  was  N.N.W.  half  W. ;  the  London 
Packet  therefore,  you  will  perceive,  had  the  wind  in 
her  favour.  It  is  further  admitted  on  behalf  of  the 
London  Packet,  that,  perceiving  the  helm  of  the  brig 
to  be  a-starboad,  the  helm  of  the  London  Packet  ym 
put  to  port,  and  the  master  of  the  schooner  hailed  the 
person  on  board  the  Hull  to  put  her  helm  a-porl 
likewise,  but  that  she  continued  to  starboard  her  helm, 
and  came  sheer  on  into  the  bows  of  the  schooner. 

Gentlemen,  great  reliance  and  much  stress  hag 
been  placed  by  the  counsel  for  the  London  Packet 
upon  the  fact  that  the  helm  of  that  vessel  was  ported 
as  stated,  and  a  great  deal  has  been  said  upon  the  rule 
laid  down  by  the  Trinity  House  with  respect  to  ves- 
sels meeting  each  other,  the  one  on  the  larboard,  the 
other  on  the  starboard  tack. 

Gentlemen,  that  rule  has  been  recognized  and 
adopted  over  and  over  again  in  this  Court,  and  I  hope 
it  will  never  be  departed  from  in  any  case  where  it 
applies. 

The  question  however  arises,  does  this  rule  apply 
to  the  immediate  circumstances  of  the  case  before  us- 
In  my  humble  judgment  it  does  not,  and  for  this 
reason,  viz.  that  the  application  of  the  rule  in  question 
depends,  I  apprehend,  upon  the  presumption  that  the 
two  vessels  are  directly  opposing  each  other,  and  is 
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not  intended  to  apply  where  the  heads  of  the  respec-  i^th^S^ber. 
tive  vessels  are  lying  in  diflPerent  directions.  "Z    7~   "" 

If  therefore  you  believe  the  statement  of  the  Hull,  Packbt. 
that  she  was  lying  with  her  head  to  the  S.E.,  and 
that  the  course  of  the  London  Packet,  as  stated  by 
herself,  was  N.N.W.  half  W.,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
two  vessels,  prior  to  the  collision,  were  not  approach- 
ing with  their  heads  opposing  each  Other. 

If  this  be  so,  a  diflPerent  consideration  applies  with 
respect  to  the  course  pursued  by  the  London  Packet, 
whether  she  ought  to  have  ported  her  helm  or  not. 
This  point,  gentlemen,  I  must  refer  to  your  nautical 
experience ;  and  I  will  also  request  you  to  give  me 
your  opinion,  whether  the  brig  under  the  circum- 
stances could  have  done  any  thing  to  avoid  the  acci- 
dent. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  the  Lon- 
don Packet  had  a  fair  wind  and  commanded  steerage 
way,  and  that  had  she  continued  her  course  instead 
of  porting  her  helm,  she  would  have  passed  to  wind- 
ward of  the  brig ;  that  in  attempting  to  cross  the 
brig  by  porting  her  helm  she  did  wrong,  and  brought 
about  the  collision. 

Damage  pronounced  for. 


THE  FORTITUDE.     Douglass. 


20^  Dtembtr. 


This  was  a  cause  civil  and  maritime,  promoted  by  ComtnicUon  of 

the  mortgagees  of  forty-eight  sixty-fourth  parts  S*heiutl?te 3" 

or  shares  of  the  vessel,  respecting  certain  claims  ^^  xht  MibUn  ^* 

4esaid  mortffasrees  under  a  deed  of  mortffaffe,  bearing  power  conferred 

A  ^    A  1      t  ^r..^  &&'  &  upon  the  Court 

<>ate  4th  August,  1841.  by  the  lutate 

It  appeared  that  T.  Humphreys,  the  owner  of  the  2>tii°qtt«S?M 
fcrty-eight   sixty-fourth    parts  in   question,   having  SJJJj^of  mort- * 


mortgaged. 
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sotADi^inAif   ^o^^^g^  ^^  said  shares  to  the  mortgi^ees  as  a  se- 

curity  for  his  banking  transactions,  the  ship  neyer- 

FoKTiTUDi.  theless  remained  in  the  possession  and  under  the 
nSiii^ntin  Hisiiagement  of  the  owners,  and  in  the  month  df 
•WpitoctfWif  October,  1841,  sailed  under  the  command  of  J.Doug- 
lass, also  part  owner,  on  a  voyage  from  London  tci 
South  Australia,  and  other  parts  in  the  China  Seas^ 
and  back  to  England.  During  the  voyage  T.  H.^ 
the  mortgagor,  became  a  bankrupt,  and  the  ship  re- 
turned to  London  with  a  valuable  cargo  on  boaidi 
Douglass,  the  master,  being  at  such  time  iktd  only 
solvent  owner  of  the  said  ship.  The  freight  ibrtke 
transportation  of  the  cargo  was  duly  paid  by  the  con- 
signees to  Douglass,  the  master,  who  disposed  of  the 
larger  portion  thereof  in  the  liquidation  of  his  owd 
wages  as  master  and  the  liabilities  of  the  ship  during 
the  voyage.  Upon  the  return  of  the  ship,  actions  were 
commenced  in  this  Court  for  wages  on  behalf  of  the 
mariners,  and  these  actions  were  still  pending  upon 
the  2d  July,  1841,  when  a  principal  action  was  abo 
entered  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagees,  claiming  forty- 
eight  sixty-fourth  shares  of  the  gross  freight  so  jwid 
into  the  master's  hands. 

The  warrant  as  against  the  freight  was  executed  by 
the  arrest  of  the  cargo,  and  bail  was  given  on  behall 
of  Douglass,  the  master,  and  the  consignees  of  the 
cargo  in  the  sum  of  £2000.  An  appearance  to  the 
action  was  also  given  on  their  behalf,  under  protest. 
The  act  on  petition  in  support  of  the  protest,  afte 
setting  forth  the  circumstances  of  the  case  as  stated 
above,  further  alleged  that,  by  an  act  of  parliament 
of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65,  intituled  "An  Act  to  improve 
the  Practice  and  extend  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,"  it  is  by  the  third 
section  of  the  said  act  enacted  in  the  words  following} 
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to  wit,  "  And  be  it  enacted,  that  after  the  passing  of 
this  act,  whenever  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  be  under 
mest  by  process  issuing  from  the  said  High  Court  of  Fortitvoi, 
Admiralty,  or  the  proceeds  of  any  ship  or  vessel  having 
been  so  arrested  shall  have  been  brought  into  the 
registry  of  the  said  Court,  in  either  such  case  the  said 
Court  shall  have  free  jurisdiction  to  take  cognizance 
)f  all  claims  and  causes  of  action  of  any  persons  in 
:espect  of  any  mortgage  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  and  to 
ledde  any  suit  instituted  by  any  such  person  in  re- 
^  of  any  such  claims  or  causes  of  action  respec- 
ively ;"  and  that  by  the  fourth  section  of  the  said  act 
it  is  further  enacted  in  the  words  following,  "  And  be 
it  enacted,  that  the  said  Court  of  Admiralty  shall 
bave  jurisdiction  to  decide  all  questions  as  to  the  title 
}r  ownership  of  any  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof  remaining  in  the  registry  owing  in  any 
cause  of  possession,  salvage,  damage,  wages  or  bot- 
tomry, which  shall  be  instituted  in  the  said  Court 
after  the  passing  of  this  act ;"  that  the  jurisdiction 
given  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  by  the  said  two 
sections  of  the  act  in  respect  to  the  claims  of  mort- 
gagees is  confined  to  the  ownership  of  any  ship  or 
vessel,  or  the  proceeds  thereof;  and  that  no  juris- 
liction  whatever  is  given  to  the  said  Court  to  adju- 
licate  upon  the  title  or  ownership  of  mortgagees  to 
the  freight  or  earnings  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  much 
less  to  permit  mortgagees  to  commence  a  principal 
iction  in  the  said  Court  against  the  freight  or  earnings 
>f  any  ship  or  vessel ;  that  the  action  in  this  case,  so 
!ar  as  regards  the  freight,  is  a  principal  action,  the 
Wions  at  the  suit  of  the  mariners  being  against  the 
tip  only.  That  said  J.  D.,  as  the  only  solvent  owner 
ttwi  master  of  the  said  ship,  was  the  only  person  le- 
gally entitled  to  receive. the  said  freight,  and,  after 
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30tA  Dtctmber, 

FORIXTUOB. 


payment  thereout  of  the  liabilities  thereupon,  to  pay 
over  to  the  proper  persons  entitled  to  receive  the  same 
their  proper  proportions  of  the  residue  of  the  said 
freight.  Wherefore  the  proctor  of  the  said  J.  D.,  &c., 
prayed  the  Judge  to  pronounce  for  his  protest,  and  to 
dismiss  his  parties,  and  the  bail  given  on  their  behalf, 
from  all  further  observance  of  justice,  &c. 

In  behalf  of  the  mortgagees,  it  was  pleaded,  in  an- 
swer to  this  act  on  petition,  that  at  the  time  the  action 
was  entered  in  the  cause,  the  vessel  was  under  the 
above  arrest  of  the  Court  at  the  suit  of  the  mariners, 
and  that  such  arrest  was  a  sufficient  foundation  for 
the  Court's  authority  to  entertain  this  action,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  third  section  of  the  act  3  & 
4  Vict. ;  that  the  construction  of  this  section  was 
altogether  irrespective  and  independent  of  any  con- 
nection with  the  fourth  section  of  the  said  act.  Where- 
fore the  proctor,  &c. 

The  question  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  Bayford^  for  the  mortgagees. 
Haggard  and  Curteis^  in  support  of  the  protest. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

This  vessel  was  originally  arrested  in  a  suit  for 
mariners'  wages.  Whilst  under  the  arrest  of  the 
Court,  a  warrant  was  extracted  against  the  ship  and 
freight  at  the  instance  of  Messrs.  Pease  and  Co.,  the 
mortgagees  of  forty-eight  sixty-fourth  shares  in  the 
ship,  and  this  warrant  was  executed  by  the  arrest  of 
the  cargo.  An  appearance  under  protest  having  been 
given  on  behalf  of  Douglass,  the  master  and  part 
owner,  and  of  the  consignees  of  the  cargo,  an  act  on 
petition  was  brought  in  stating  to  the  following  effect 
[Court  here  adverted  to  the  contents  of  the  act  on 
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petition,  and  proceeded  to  observe] — The  question        I843. 

then,  it  appears,  is  confined  to  a  simple  question  of 

jurisdiction.  If  the  Court  possesses  a  jurisdiction,  it  Fortituob. 
is  bound  to  exercise  it,  however  great  may  be  the 
difficulty  and  complexity  of  the  questions  which  may 
arise;  if  it  has  no  jurisdiction,  even  a  failure  of  justice 
consequent  thereupon  would  not  authorize  the  Court 
to  interfere  in  the  matter.  In  the  course  of  the  ob- 
servations which  have  been  addressed  to  the  Court  by 
the  learned  counsel  at  the  bar,  the  learned  counsel 
have  founded  their  arguments  principally  upon  the 
act  of  parliament,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65 ;  and  in  the 
course  of  those  arguments,  two  cases  were  cited,  viz., 
the  Percy,  reported  in  the  third  volume  of  Dr.  Hag- 
gard's Reports ;  and  the  Dowthorpe,  which  I  myself 
decided.  I  will  now  proceed  to  notice  the  cases  which 
have  been  so  cited,  before  I  address  myself  to  the 
more  immediate  consideration  of  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion. With  respect  to  the  Percy,  which  was  decided 
hy  a  very  learned  judge,  Sir  John  NichoU,  I  still 
adhere  to  the  opinion  which  I  expressed  in  delivering 
my  judgment  in  the  case  of  the  Dowthorpe,  viz.,  that 
the  decision  of  Sir  John  Nicholl  cannot  be  considered 
to  extend  beyond  the  circumstances  of  the  case  itself. 
I  have  again  read  over  and  examined  the  judgment 
in  that  case,  and  upon  further  consideration  I  am 
strongly  inclined  to  think  that  the  true  difficulties  of 
the  case  were  not  brought  under  the  consideration  of 
the  learned  judge,  whose  decision  militates  against 
the  decision  of  Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  the  Prince 
Regent.  With  respect  to  the  Dowthorpe,  which  came 
■uider  my  own  consideration,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
^  that  case  there  was  a  suit  upon  a  bond  of  bottomry, 
^d  also  actions  for  wages  and  pilotage. 
The  ship  and  freight,  therefore,  in  the  case  of  the 

VOL.  II.  R 
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20th 


1843.       Dowthorpe,  were  under  the  jurisdiction  and  controul 


of  the  Court  in  ordinary  course,  without  reference  to 
FoiTiTUDs.  *^y  statute.  This  is  an  important  circumstance,  and 
furnishes  a  material  distinction  between  the  case  of 
the  Dowthorpe  and  the  present  case,  in  which  the 
freight  has  not  been  arrested,  in  the  primary  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  mariners,  as  in  ordinary  course  by 
persons  claiming  a  lien  thereon ;  but  an  action  has 
been  brought  by  the  mortgagees  of  certain  shares  of 
the  ship  against  both  the  ship  and  freight.  That  the 
parties  so  proceeding  have  a  right  to  proceed  agaiost 
the  ship  or  proceeds,  is  not  denied ;  the  question  b 
with  respect  to  the  arrest  of  the  freight  in  the  present 
instance,  as  alleged  in  virtue  of  the  statute.  I  must 
now  refer  to  the  statute  3  &  4  of  Victoria.  Prior  to 
the  passing  of  this  statute,  it  was  more  than  doubted 
in  this  Court  whether,  in  cases  where  a  ship  had  been 
arrested  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the  Court 
could  take  cognizance  of  the  claims  of  mortgagees,  or 
of  any  questions  of  title  to  the  ship  itself.  In  order 
to  obviate  this  state  of  things,  so  detrimental  to  jus- 
tice, the  statute  3  &  4  Victoria  was  enacted.  The 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  passing  this  statute,  I 
conceive,  was,  that  the  remedy  should  be  commen- 
surate with  the  evil.  It  was  not,  I  apprehend,  in- 
tended to  confer  any  new,  separate  and  distinct  powas 
on  this  Court,  but  merely  to  enable  the  Court  to 
exercise  its  ordinary  jurisdiction  to  the  tall  extait 
Now  what  are  the  provisions  of  the  3d  and  4th  sec- 
tions of  this  statute  ?  They  are  as  follows:  (Court 
read  the  3rd  and  4th  sections.)  In  the  course  of  the 
argument  it  has  been  contended  by  the  counsd  for 
Mr.  Douglas,  the  part  owner,  that  these  two  sections  are 
to  be  taken  together,  and  that  the  question  before  the 
Court  must  be  governed  by  the  construction  of  the 
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iwo  sections  in  connection.  My  opinion,  I  confess,  1843. 
loes  not  agree  with  this  argument ;  in  my  judgment  z^^^^*^^- 
he  question  solely  and  entirely  depends  upon  the  fouotIm. 
bird  section  alone.  Two  conflicting  constructions 
iBve  been  put  upon  the  meaning  of  this  section, 
rhe  counsel  for  the  mortgagees  taking  out  the  war- 
ant  have  argued  jthat  the  vessel  having  been  arrested, 
indthis  being  a  question  arising  out  of  a  deed  of 
DMlgage,  the  Court  has  ample  jurisdiction  under 
his  section  to  take  cognizance  of  all  claims  and 
aoses  of  action  of  any  person  in  respect  of  any  mort- 
;age  of  a  vessel,  and  to  decide  any  suit  instituted  by 
my  such  person.  The  counsel  for  the  part  owner, 
»n  the  other  hand,  contend  that  the  jurisdiction  con- 
iofied  upon  the  Court  is  not  as  to  any  question 
iriabg  out  of  a  deed  of  mortgage,  but  as  to  the  ship 
bdf  being  mortgaged.  My  own  judgment,  I  must 
ay,  inclines  to  the  latter  construction,  as  it  more 
leariy  assimilates  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  act 
m  passed,  namely,  that  it  was  intended  as  a  reme- 
lial  act,  and  to  obviate  certain  evils,  and  no  furtlier. 
rhe  question  then  arises,  whether  the  circumstances 
^the  present  case  bring  it  within  the  principle  of  the 
Wedy,  or  within  a  fair  construction  of  the  words  of 
be  act  of  parliament.  I  conceive  that  they  do  not. 
Jot  within  the  principle,  because,  under  the  circum- 
tences  of  the  case,  the  Court  can  exercise  its  ordi- 
nary functions  with  justice  without  referring  to  the 
tatote ;  not  within  the  words  of  the  act,  because,  in 
Qy  view  of  it,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
D  extend  the  enabling  power  of  the  Court  to  the 
lup  alone.  In  the  case  of  the  Dowthorpe  I  have 
beady  observed  the  question  was  forced  upon  the 
Wt  by  the  circumstance  that  the  freight  was  under 
it  controul  of  the  Court  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
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1843.  its  jurisdiction,  and  by  virtue  of  its  ordinary  process. 
— —  '  The  case  of  the  Dowthorpe,  therefore,  is  very  different 
FommvDE.  ^^™  *^^  present  case,  which  is  not  a  proceeding  to 
make  freight  contributable  to  liens  pari  passu  with 
the  ship,  but  to  bring  under  adjudication  the  tide  to 
the  freight  itself,  irrespective  of  any  other  question. 
I  am  therefore  disposed  to  pronounce  in  favour  of  the 
protest  in  the  present  instance,  and  in  so  doing  I  wish 
it  to  be  most  distinctly  understood  that  I  do  not 
intend  my  decision  in  the  least  degree  to  affect  the 
question  as  to  the  right  and  power  of  the  Court  to 
call  upon  the  holders  of  freight  to  bring  it  in  to  bear 
its  proportion  of  liens  imposed  by  the  law,  when  such 
a  proceeding  is  necessary  for  the  purposes  of  justice, 
and  where  in  the  original  case  the  Court  has  cleariy 
jurisdiction.  I  wish  it  also  to  be  further  understood 
that  my  decision  in  this  case  does  not  forestall  any 
question  as  to  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
ship,  nor  the  question  as  to  whether  out  of  the  exist- 
ing proceeds  the  Court  shall  not  so  deal  with  than 
as  to  make  the  sixteen  sixty-fourth  shares  of  Captain 
Douglas  liable  to  discharge  the  wages  not  only  pari 
passu  with  Messrs.  Pease's  forty-eight  sixty-fourth 
shares,  but  also  to  bear,  as  far  as  wages  are  concerned, 
that  share  of  the  burthen  which  the  freight  in  equity 
ought  to  bear.  I  leave  all  these  questions  wholly 
untouched  by  my  present  judgment,  and  determine 
nothing  but  the  point  of  law  which  has  been  raised 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  present  case. 
I  pronounce  in  favour  of  the  protest. 

Dr.  Haggard  applied  for  the  costs. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  whole  course  of  decisions  upon  the  subject  of 
costs,  has  gone  upon  the  principle  of  not  giving  costs 
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where  the  law  is  exceedingly  difficult,  or  the  question        i843. 


is  a  question  primse  impressionis.     I  must  therefore 

decline  giving  costs.  Fok^'«», 


THE  SPEED.    Ellis.  i844. 

I2th  January, 


THIS  was  a  cause  of  collision,  promoted  by  G.  CoUition  in  the 
Marshall,  the  sole  owner  of  the  barque  Thames,  nnL^^A^- 
against  the  vessel  The  Speed,  belonging  to  St.  John's,  "JnJ^{^**'^^ 
New  Brunswick.  A  cross  action  was  also  entered  on  g»v»D»  ^'w  to  » 
behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Speed,  and  the  Court  the  wind,  co^n-^ 
was  assisted  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause  by  Trinity  dSmiM.*"p?M. 
Masters.  J?*--!v 

Court  10  taking 
,  the  opinion  of 

On  behalf  of  the  Thames  it  was  pleaded,  that  the  Trinity 
about  10  p.  m.,  5th  October,  1842,  the  Thames  was  of  damage  by 
proceeding  up  the  St.  Lawrence,  close  hauled  on  the  ^**"*"®°* 
starboard  tack,  the  wind  blowing  N.  W.  to  N.  W.  by 
N.,and  the  Thames  heading  W.  by  South  to  W.  S.  W., 
and  the  night  being  moderately  clear,  when  a  large 
vessel  was  observed  steering  towards  her  with  a  free 
wind  by  four  points,  and  being  distant  about  150 
yards,  and  on  her  starboard  bow.  That  immediately 
thereupon  the  crew  and  pilot  on  board  the  Thames 
Aontel  out  to  her  to  keep  her  luff,  which  she  might 
have  done  by  starboarding  her  helm,  but  that  no 
reply  was  made  to  such  hailing  by  any  one  on  board 
the  Speed,  and,  when  perceived,  her  crew,  apparently 
confiised,  put  her  helm  hard  a  port,  which  caused  the 
Speed  to  strike  the  Thames  with  tremendous  force 
^pon  the  afterpart  of  the  starboard  main  rigging,  and 
doing  the  damage  in  question. 

The  case  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  Speed  alleged 
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1844.       that  she  was  proceeding  upon  the  night  in  questioi 
12th  January.  ^^^^^  ^.j^^  g^  LawTencc,  close  hauled  on  the  larboan 

Swio  *^^^»  *^^  ^^^^  being  N.  by  E.  That  nearly  a! 
hands  were  on  deck,  when  one  of  the  crew  forwar 
sung  out  that  a  vessel  was  a-head,  and  which  m 
then  seen  nearly  right  a-head,  but  a  little  on  tl 
larboard  bow.  That  the  Speed's  helm  was  immi 
diately  put  to  port,  when  the  ship,  which  before  ha 
been  close  by  the  wind,  and  her  sail  a  little  shiverini 
answered  her  helm  directly,  and  bore  away  two  ( 
three  points  from  the  wind.  That  whilst  she  was  i 
bearing  away,  the  Thames  came  more  distinctly  in' 
view  on  the  larboard  or  weather  side,  and  appear 
as  if  coming  down  upon  and  about  to  run  into  tl 
Speed.  That  the  pilot  on  board  the  Speed  thereupc 
called  to  the  Thames  to  put  her  helm  to  port,  ai 
immediately  ordered  the  Speed's  helm  to  be  put  hai 
a-starboard,  as  she  was  then  hailed  to  do  by  tl 
persons  on  board  the  Thames.  That  the  ship  ai 
swered  her  helm,  and  came  up  to  the  wind  with  h 
sails  aback,  but  almost  immediately  afterwards  tl 
two  vessels  came  into  collision  with  each  other. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Haggard^  for  the  owners  c 
the  Speed. 

Addams  and  Bayford^  for  the  owner  of  the  Thama 

Per  Curiam. 
The  circumstances  of  this  case  have  been  most  foil] 
and  laboriously  discussed  by  the  counsel  employed  ii 
the  cause,  and  I  apprehend  that  every  argumen 
which  ingenuity  could  suggest  has  been  already  of 
fered  to  the  Court's  consideration.     It  will  therefore 
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gentlemen,  be  unnecessary  for  me  to  trouble  you  with  ,«^|?^' 

any  lengthened  observations  upon  the  present  occa- 

mn.  There  are  certain  facts  which  are  admitted  in  spxbp. 
the  case,  and  I  will  first  refer  you  to  these  &cts,  and 
then  direct  your  attention  to  those  points  which  have 
been  made  the  subject  of  argument  as  doubtful  in  the 
caose.  It  is  admitted  that  at  the  time  of  the  col- 
lision, the  Thames  was  going  up  the  river  to  Quebec 
laden  with  coals  and  glass,  and  that  the  Speed  was 
ooming  down' the  river  with  a  cargo  of  timber.  It  is 
abo  admitted  that  the  Thames  was  upon  the  star- 
board tack,  and  the  Speed  was  on  the  larboard  tack 
with  the  tide  in  her  ftivour.  Another  admitted  tact 
in  the  case  is,  that  the  Speed,  on  discovering  the 
Hames,  put  her  helm  a-port,  but  afterwards  to  star- 
board. Whether  the  Thames  kept  her  course  or  not 
has  not  been  called  in  question  either  directly  or  in- 
directly in  the  pleadings.  The  only  evidence  to  show 
that  the  Thames  did  any  thing  to  alter  her  course  is 
to  be  found  in  the  affidavit  of  a  seaman  of  the  nanie 
of  Moffatt,  who  was  on  board  the  Thames,  and  has 
now  been  produced  as  a  witness  for  the  owners  of  the 
Speed.  He  says  that  he  himself  put  the  helm  of  the 
Thames  hard  a-starboard,  but  without  orders.  It  is 
to  be  observed  that  this  statement  comes  out  as  it 
were  by  surprise  upon  the  owners  of  the  vessel  pro- 
ceedmg  in  the  cause,  because  no  averment  of  the  kind 
is  mentioned  in  the  pleadings,  and  consequently  the 
owners  of  the  Thames  have  had  no  opportunity  of 
contradicting  it  if  it  were  material  to  the  issue  in  the 
cause.  I  therefore  advise  you  to  leave  this  affidavit 
out  of  your  consideration ;  and  I  further  take  upon 
Diyself  the  responsibility  of  stating  to  you,  that  as  no 
avennent  is  to  be  found  in  the  act  on  petition,  or  in 
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1844.       the  answer  on  behalf  of  the  Speed,  that  the  Thames 
I    anuary^  ^.^  ^^^  thing  to  alter  her  course,  you  must  consider 

Sm*D.       *^^^  s^^^  ^^P^  ^*»  ^^^  ^^^  ^^*  either  starboard  or  port 
her  helm.     I  now  come  to  the  controverted  part  of 
the  case,  and  the  main  and  most  important  fact  in 
dispute  between  the  parties  is  from  what  quarter  the 
wind  blew.     On  the  part  of  the  Thames  it  is  stated 
to  have  been  from  N.  W.  by  W. ;  on  the  part  of  the 
Speed  it  is  averred  to  have  been  N.  by  E. — certainly 
a  very  considerable  variation.     As  regards  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  witnesses  who 
swear  that  the  wind  was  N.  by  E.  as  alleged  on  behalf 
of  the  Speed,  in  point  of  number  outweigh  those  who 
depose  to  the  contrary.     I  am  not  however  prepared 
to  say  that  a  question  of  this  description  is  at  all  times 
to  be  decided  by  the  number  of  the  witnesses  upon 
the  one  side  or  the  other.     We  must  necessarily  look 
to  the  character  and  status  of  the  persons  who  give  the 
evidence,  and  also  to  the  probabilities  of  the  state- 
ments they  are  produced  to  support.     In  the  present 
instance,  you  will  observe,  there  is  the  evidence  of  the 
master,  the  mate,  the  pilot,  and  one  or  two  other 
persons,  on  the  one  side,  opposed  to  the  contrary  tes- 
timony of  a  number  of  the  common  mariners.  Under 
this  state  of  circumstances,  it  will  be  for  you,  gentle- 
men, to  consider  whether  from  your  nautical  skill  and 
experience  you  can  extract  from  the  admitted  facts  in 
the  case  what  is  the  probability  as  to  the  quarter  from 
which  the  wind  was  blowing.     If  you  are  not  enabled 
to  form  any  opinion  upon  the  matter  with  satisfaction 
to  your  own  minds,  you  will  have  the  goodness  io 
tell  me,  because  in  that  case  it  may  be  that  neither 
party  would  be  entitled  to  say  that  they  had  legally 
established   their  case.     There   is  another  disputed 
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het  upon  which  considerable  discussion  has  taken    . .  1844. 

*^  1  2m  January, 

}lace,  and  to  which  I  would  briefly  direct  your  atten-  - — 

ion  in  conclusion  of  my  observations,  viz.  from  what       Spbed. 

juarter  the  Thames  was  seen  from  on  board  the  Speed 

yhen  the  two  vessels  were  first  approaching  each 

)ther.     It  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  Speed,  that  the 

rhames  was  observed   approaching  almost  head  on, 

)ut  a  little  to  the  larboard  side ;  whilst  on  the  part  of 

lie  Thames  it  is  stated  that  the  Speed  was  coming 

rith  her  starboard  bow  upon  her.     Notwithstanding 

he  attention  which  I  have  paid,  and  the  argument  of 

he  learned  counsel,  I  confess  that  I  am  myself  wholly 

rnable  to  discover  upon  which  side  the  truth  lies,  and 

his  part  of  the  case,  therefore,  I  must  leave  to  your 

)ractical  skill  and  experience,  requesting  that  you  will 

ake  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case  into  your 

»nsideration,  and  have  the  goodness  to  inform  me 

whether  you  think  the  case  is  so  involved  in  difiiculty 

ind  doubt  that   no   satisfactory  judgment  can   be 

bnned,  or  whether  you  think  that  blame  is  attri- 

mlable  to  both  or  either  of  the  parties  in  the  suit. 

Trinity  Masters. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  vessel  sailing  from 
iuebec  had  a  fair  wind  in  her  favour.  We  see 
lothing  in  the  evidence  to  induce  us  to  conclude 
otherwise ;  and  it  being  the  received  rule  that  vessels 
laving  the  wind  free  should  get  out  of  the  way  of 
vessels  sailing  by  the  wind,  we  exonerate  the  Thames 
^i  pronounce  the  Speed  to  have  been  in  fault  in  the 
ttesent  instance. 

The  Court  pronounced  for  the  damages  and  costs 
>f  the  Thames,  and  dismissed  the  action  promoted  on 
^half  of  the  Speed. 
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1844.  An  application  was  made  upon  motion  to  the  Caarl 

nth  Januar!,.  ^  ^^^^^j^  ^j^^  introduction  of  two  affidavits,  which  had 
sJ^.  "^^^  sworn  after  the  act  had  been  closed  and  the 
proofs  had  been  exchanged  between  the  respecdvt 
proctors  in  the  cause.  The  motion  was  opposed  upoi 
the  ground  that  the  affidavits  in  question  were  swan 
too  late  and  contained  a  vast  deal  of  irrelevant  matter 
(and  it  was  urged  as  an  especial  ground  for  opposin( 
their  admission)  that  they  would  be  laid,  to^ethe 
with  the  other  papers  in  the  cause,  before  the  Trinit; 
House  Board  prior  to  the  argument,  and  that  th 
Trinity  Masters  might  come  to  the  hearing  of  th 
cause  with  their  ^nds  in  some  degree  biased  by  th 
perusal  of  such  unheard  matter. 

The  Court,  in  overruling  the  objection,  observe 
to  the  following  effect : — It  has  been  said  that  there  i 
a  particular  reason  for  opposing  the  introduction  ( 
these  affidavits,  inasmuch  that  an  application  will  h 
made  to  have  the  case  ai^ed  before  Trinity  Master 
and  it  is  important  to  prevent  the  irrelevant  fiwr 
from  coming  before  them.  In  other  words,  it  is  aj 
prehended  that  those  gentlemen  might  have  an  ui 
favourable  impression  made  upon  their  minds  ex  part 
which  it  would  be  impossible  afterwards  to  remov 
This  apprehension  is  obviously  founded  upon  a  mi 
taken  conception  of  the  course  pursued  by  the  Trinil 
Masters  in  these  cases,  viz.  that  they  give  their  op 
nion  solely  and  entirely  upon  their  own  view  of  ti 
case.  Now  I  wish  it  to  be  understood,  and  it  is  d 
sirabl^  that  it  should  be  known,  that  this  is  not  tl 
fact.  In  the  case  disposed  of  this  morning,  the  Trini 
Masters  entertained  no  doubt  as  to  the  conclusion  1 
which  they  should  come;  and  although  I  did  d( 
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call  upon  them  to  state  their  reasons  publicly,  which 
it  would  be  no  easy  matter  for  gentlemen  to  do  who 
kye  been  employed  all  their  lives  in  nautical  pursuits, 
yet  they  stated  their  reasons  to  me,  in  order  that  I 
might  see  whether  the  facts  they  assumed  as  the 
ground  of  their  opinion  were  in  accordance  with  the 
eyidence  in  the  cause.  In  all  these  questions  it  is  the 
endeavour  of  the  Court  to  understand  as  far  as  pos- 
rible  the  grounds  upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  gen- 
tlemen from  the  Trinity  House  is  formed,  and  if  un- 
fortunately in  any  case  I  thought  that  they  were 
acting  erroneously,  it  would  be  my  duty  to  differ 
from  them. 


1844. 
12(^  January, 

The 

Spud. 


THE  KING  WILLIAM.    Smith.^ 

TN  this  case  a  summary  petition  was  brought  in  on 
behalf  of  Daniel  Grace,  a  mariner,  claiming  the 
sum  of  £16  :  10^.  4rf.,  as  the  balance  of  wages  due  to 
him  for  services  performed  on  board  this  vessel. 

The  petition  in  substance  set  forth,  that  the  mariner 
was  hired  in  the  month  of  October,  1842,  for  a  voyage 
from  the  port  of  London  to  Hobart  Town,  Van  Die- 
men's  Land,  and  to  any  port  or  ports  in  the  Egistem 
seas,  and  back  to  the  port  of  London  or  other  port 
of  discharge  in  the  United  Kingdom.  That  the  said 
niariner  sailed  with  the  vessel  and  arrived  at  Hobart 
Town  in  the  month  of  February,  1843,  and  in  July 
of  the  said  year  she  sailed  for  Batavia,  upon  her  re- 
tarn  voyage  to  England,  and  arrived  at  Falmouth 
^n  the  3rd  of  November  following.  That  shortly 
after  Iwr  arrival  at  Falmouth,  the  master  of  the  said 
vessel  signified  to  the  crew  his  intention  of  proceed- 


23d  January, 

ContlnictioQ  of 
the  statute  5  & 
6  Will.  4.  c.  19, 
88.  16,  16. 

Court  of  Ad- 
miralty not  au- 
thorized to  eii- 
tertaia  a  auit 
for  wa^s  where 
the  claim  ia 
under  £20, 
unless  it  is  ap- 
parent that 
under  the  cir- 
cumstances of 
the  case,  jus- 
tice would  not 
be  efficiently 
administered 
by  proceedings 
before  a  magis- 
trate. 


232 


CASES  DETERMINED  IN 


1844. 
23d  January, 

Thb  Kino 
William. 


ing  to  Gottenburg  in  Sweden,  whereupon  the  said  D. 
Grace  and  others  of  the  crew  stated,  that  under  the 
articles  their  engagement  was  terminated,  and  upon 
that  account  declined  to  accompany  the  ship  to  Got- 
tenburg. That  a  complaint  was  preferred  by  the 
master  against  the  said  D.  G.  and  others  of  the  crew 
before  the  magistrates  at  Falmouth,  and  upon  die 
hearing  thereof  the  magistrates  decided  that  the 
voyage  was  ended,  and  ordered  the  discharge  of  such 
of  the  crew  as  desired  it,  and  that  their  clothes  should 
be  given  up  to  them.  That  repeated  applications 
have  been  made  to  the  owner  of  the  said  vessel  for 
the  payment  of  the  said  wages,  &c.  &c.  &c. 

No  opposition  was  offered  to  the  admission  of  this 
summary  petition  on  the  part  of  the  owners,  nor  was 
the  payment  of  the  wages  in  question  contested  on  their 
behalf.  It  was  however  submitted,  that  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  19,  s.  15, 
the  claim  for  wages  being  under  the  sum  of  £20,  the 
mariner  was  bound  to  have  brought  his  action  before 
the  magistrates  at  Falmouth,  and  that  by  proceeding 
in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  he  had  forfeited  his  right 
to  costs,  under  the  16th  section  of  the  act. 

For  the  owners,  Haggard. 

For  the  mariner,  Addams. 

Per  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington. 

The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  16th  section  of  the  act  of  parliament,  5  & 
6  Will.  4,  c.  19. 

It  is,  I  believe,  the  first  time  this  Court  has  been 
called  upon  to  pronounce  any  opinion  upon  it,  and 
looking  to  the  terms  in  which  the  section  is -drawn 
up,  I  must  confess  that  I  feel  no  little  difficulty  io 
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ascertaining  what  was  the   precise  meaning  of  the        1844. 
legislature  in  framing  it.     The  statute  in  question,    ^^  January. 
after  providing  in  the  15th  section  a  remedy  for  the     ^"^"'^ 
delay  and  expense  which  formerly  attended  the  en- 
forcing payment  of  mariners'  wages,  in  the  16th  section 
enacts,  in  the  following  words  {a) — [Court   having 


(a)  By  the  1 5th  section  it  is  provided^  "  that  in  aU  cases  of 
wages  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds,  which  shall  be  due  and 
payable  to  a  seaman  for  his  service  in  any  ship  as  aforesaid,  it 
ihall  be  lawful  for  any  justice  of  the  peace  in  any  part  of  his  ma- 
jesty's dominions,  residing  near  to  the  place  where  the  ship  shall 
have  ended  her  voyage,  cleared  at  the  custom  house  or  discharged 
her  cargo,  or  near  to  the  place  where  the  master  or  owner,  upon 
whom  respectively  the  claim  is  made,  shall  be  or  reside,  upon 
complaint  on  oath,  to  be  made  to  such  justice  by  any  such  seaman 
or  on  his  behalf,  to  summon  such  master  or  owner  to  appear  before 
him  to  answer  such  complaint,  and  upon  the  appearance  of  such 
niasteror  owner,  or  in  default  thereof,  on  due  proof  of  his  having 
heen  so  summoned,  such  justice  is  hereby  empowered  to  examine 
Qpon  the  oath  of  the  parties  and  their  respective  witnesses,  touch- 
ing the  complaint  and  the  amount  of  wages  due,  and  to  make  such 
order  for  the  payment  thereof  as  shall  to  such  justice  appear  rea- 
sonable and  just  ;*'  and  in  case  such  order  shall  not  be  obeyed 
within  two  days  next  after  the  making  thereof,  it  shall  be  lawful 
^or  such  justice  to  issue  his  warrant  to  levy  the  amount  of  the 
^ages  awarded  to  be  due  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  party  on  whom  such  order  for  payment  shall  be 
^e,  rendering  to  such  party  the  overplus,  if  any  shall  remain^  of 
the  produce  of  the  sale,  afler  deducting  thereout  all  the  charges 
^  expenses  incurred  by  the  seaman  in  the  making  and  hearing 
^^  his  complaint,  as  well  as  those  incurred  by  the  distress  and 
^«»y  and  in  the  enforcement  of  the  justice's  order,  &c." 

The  15th  section  in  conclusion  provides,  '*  that  in  case  sufficient 
^»tres8  cannot  be  found,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  justice  to 
^ose  the  amount  of  the  said  wages  and  expenses  to  be  levied  upon 
^  ship  in  respect  of  the  service  on  board  which  the  wages  are 
^oied.and  the  tackle  and  apparel  thereof;  and  if  such  ship  shall 
not  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  such  justice,  then  he  is  hereby 
^powered  to  cause  the  party  upon  whom  the  order  shall  be  made, 
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1844.  read  the  words  of  the  16th  section,  proceeded  to  ob- 
23d  January^  seTvc] — Now,  what  is  the  meaning  of  these  two  8e(> 
wfLuiM?  tions  of  the  act  m  question  ?  In  the  I5di  Bectionit 
is  perfectly  clear  that  the  object  of  the  legislatine  was 
to  give  a  remedy  against  the  delay  and  expense  whidi 
heretofore  attended  the  proceedings  in  this  class  of 
cases,  and  this  remedy  was  to  be  supplied,  not  by 
arresting  the  ship  in  the  first  instance,  but  by  a  per- 
sonal proceeding  against  the  master  or  owner  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace.  Thus  far  the  scope  and  intei- 
tion  of  the  statute  is  perfectly  intelligible.  With  re- 
gard to  the  16th  section,  however,  ambiguity  arises 
upon  the  words  "  might  have  had  as  effectual  a  remedy 
for  the  recovery  of  his  wages  by  a  complaint  to  a 
justice  of  the  peace  :'*  the  meaning  of  these  words,  I 
confess,  I  cannot  so  easily  understand.  Nothing  b 
said  of  the  difficulties  which  may  attend  a  case 
brought  before  the  magistrate  under  the  provisicms  of 
the  act.  The  words  are  simply  "  as  effectual  a  re- 
medy^^  by  which  I  presume  is  intended  as  effectual 
a  remedy  as  the  process  of  this  Court  could  enforce. 
Can  it  be  the  construction  of  this  section  of  the  act 
that  this  Court  shall  certify  against  the  plaintiff^'s  costs 

to  be  apprehended  and  committed  to  the  common  gaol  of  the 
county,  &c.  &c." 

The  16th  section  enacts,  "  that  if  any  suit  for  the  recovery  oft 
seaman's  wages  shall  be  instituted  against  the  ship,  or  the  master 
or  owner  thereof,  either  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  or  in  any 
Vice-Admiralty  Court,  or  against  the  master  or  owner  in  any  court 
of  record  in  his  majesty's  dominions,  and  it  shall  appear  to  the 
judge  in  the  course  of  such  suit  that  the  plaintiff  might  have  had 
as  effectual  a  remedy  for  the  recovery  of  his  wages  by  complaint  to 
a  justice  of  the  peace  as  hereinbefore  provided,  then  and  in  eyery 
such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  judge,  and  he  is  hereby  re- 
quired,  to  certify  to  that  effect,  and  thereupon  no  costs  of  suit  shall 
be  awarded  to  the  plaintiff.*' 
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jr  in  cases  where  difficulty  occurs  ?  If  it  be,  I 
Qot  see  the  reason  of  it;  and  I  should  feel  con- 
rable  hesitation  in  coming  to  any  such  conclusion 
1  respect  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  I 
ceive  that  the  best  and  most  rational  interpretation 
ch  I  can  put  upon  the  16th  section  of  the  act  is, 
at  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  the 
irt  of  Admiralty  should  not  entertain  a  suit  for 
iners'  wages  where  the  claim  set  up  is  under  £20, 
^  it  is  apparent  upon  a  view  of  all  the  circum- 
ices  of  the  case  that  justice  could  not  be  fully  and 
dently  administered  by  a  magistrate."  The  ques- 
then  arises,  how  far  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
ig  it  within  this  interpretation?  Different  con- 
ctions,  it  appears,  have  been  put  upon  the  ma- 
r's contract;  and  it  is  obvious  that  when  the 
ter  of  the  vessel  resorted  to  forcible  measures  to 
ipel  the  crew  to  proceed  with  the  ship  fipom  Fal- 
ith  to  Gottenburg,  he  did  so  under  the  impression 
t  he  was  legally  justified  in  so  doing ;  it  is  also 
ally  obvious  that  the  owners  in  thus  far  resist- 
the  payment  of  the  wages  have  been  actuated  by 
same  consideration.  Even  the  magistrates  at  Fal- 
uth,  so  far  as  I  can  take  the  statement  without 
lence,  seem  to  have  been  in  doubt,  for  they  ordered 
discharge  of  the  crew,  and  directed  their  clothes 
be  given  up,  but  said  nothing  as  to  the  wages, 
der  the  circumstances  of  the  case  then,  although  I 
St  confess  that  I  see  no  difficulty  whatever  in  the 
latruction  of  the  articles,  and  it  does  not  appear  to 
that  any  question  of  law  arises  upon  them,  yet 
link  that  I  should  do  an  injustice  to  the  mariner  if 
''fused  him  his  costs. 


1844. 
23d  January, 

Thb  Kino 
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1844.  THE  ITINERANT.     Russell. 

23d  January,     

T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  damage  by  collision,  promoted 


uponTfo^*"^         by  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Isabella  against 

hS'lSiiutfex.  this  vessel,  her  tackle,  &c.  &c.  &c. 

ceptiDK  her  fore-      Qn  behalf  of  the  Isabella,  it  was  stated  in  the  act 

top  ^llaot  sail,  ,  .  1  1     ■««■  1  -1    1  !• 

diamiued  apoo  on  petition,  that  upon  the  19th  May  she  sailed  firom 
inevfubie  loci-  Newcastle  laden  with  coals,  and  bound  to  Mundesley 
^Frictice  of  ^^  Norfolk ;  and  about  one  o'clock  a.  m.  of  the  23d  of 
the  Court  is  not  the  Said  mouth,  the  wind,  which  had  previously  beai 

to  give  costs  on  •  i 

eitber  skie  to  the  eastward,  varied  to  about  S.  E.,  and  the  said 
sion'hi^-*  schooner,  which  had  been  laying  larboard  tacked  S. 
evi^iI'J^il^"  and  by  E.,  fell  off  and  lay  larboard  tacked  S.  and  by 
dent.  \\r.,  close  to  the  wind,  being  then  about  twenty  miles 

to  the  southward  of  Flamborough  Head,  the  wind 
blowing  a  fresh  breeze,  and  the  weather  being  thick 
and  foggy  ;  that  R.  N.,  who  had  the  watch  on  ded, 
kept  the  fog  horn  from  time  to  time  constantly  sound- 
ing, and  which  signal  was  answered  by  two  vessels  in 
company,  one  to  windward  and  the  other  to  leeward 
of  the  said  schooner ;  that  at  half-past  two  a.  m.  of 
said  day,  R.  N.,  having  first  sounded  the  fog  horn, 
went  below  into  the  cabin  to  see  what  time  it  was, 
which  he  had  no  sooner  done,  than  one  of  the  crew, 
who  was  at  the  helm,  observed  a  large  brig  of  220 
tons,  which  afterwards  proved  to  be  the  Itinerant, 
coming  down  in  ballgist  before  the  wind;  that  the 
course  of  the  schooner  was  kept  steady  by  the  wind, 
under  the  supposition  that  the  said  brig  would,  as  it 
was  her  duty,  pass  to  leeward,  or  otherwise  give  way; 
and  the  crew  of  the  brig  were  hailed  repeatedly  so  to 
give  way  by  the  persons  on  board  the  schooner,  bnt 
no  answer  was  returned,  neither  was  the  course  of  the 
brig  in  any  degree  altered,  in  consequence  whereof 
she  came  into  collision  with  the  Isabella,  striking  her 


The 
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on  the  larboard  bow,  and  cutting  her  down  to  the  1844. 
JFater's  edge,  and  the  said  schooner  shortly  afterwards  -  '"•"^ 
Rini ;  that  the  said  brig  had  her  topmast  and  lower 
ihidding  sails  set  on  her  starboard  side,  and  her  fore- 
ail,  foretopsail,  foretop  gallant  sail,  square  mainsail, 
nain  topsail,  main  top  gallant  sail,  main  royal  and 
ore  and  aft  mainsail  set ;  that  the  loss  of  the  said 
chooner  was  entirely  imputable  to  the  said  brig 
tinerant  and  those  on  board  her  in  not  altering  her 
curse  and  not  giving  way,  as  it  was  her  duty  to  have 
lone  under  the  circumstances ;  wherefore,  &c.  &c. 

In  the  reply  of  the  owners  of  the  Itinerant^  it  was 
a  substance  alleged  that  the  wind  was  E.  S.  E.  and 
lot  S.  E.,  and  the  night  extremely  foggy,  and  that  a 
.wd  look  out  was  kept  on  board  the  Itinerant,  W.  D. 
nd  H.  S.  being  stationed  on  the  forecastle  on  the 
ook  out,  and  C.  S.  the  mate  being  on  the  main  deck, 
nd  G.  S.  having  charge  of  the  helm  ;  that  the  Itine- 
ant  was  sailing  only  at  the  rate  of  three  knots  an  hour, 
ler  course  being  N.  and  on  the  starboard  tack,  having 
he  wind  two  points  abaft  her  beam ;  that  shortly 
►revious  to  the  collision  the  fog  had  become  so  in- 
ensely  thick  that  it  was  utterly  impossible  to  discern 

vessel  at  the  distance  of  from  nine  to  ten  yards ; 
hat  after  the  weather  became  foggy,  and  until  the 
ime  of  the  said  collision,  the  crew  of  the  Itinerant 
onstantly  kept  a  good  look-out,  and  used  every  pre- 
aution  to  prevent  accident,  but  that  for  the  space  of 
lalf  an  hour  before  the  collision  occurred  they  heard 
0  sound  from  any  fog  horn  save  their  own  ;  neither 
^  there  nor  could  there  have  been  any  hallooing  on 
oard  the  Isabella  previous  to  the  said  collision ;  that 
lie  Isabella,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  was  larboard 
id,  and  laying  S.  and  not  S.  by  W. ;  the  wind  as 
bresaid  being  E.  S.  E. ;  that  it  was  impossible  for 

VOL.  II.  s 
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the  Itinerant  to  give  way  to  the  schooner  or  to  alter 
her  course,  as  it  is  alleged  she  ought  to  have  done,  for 
that  the  intensity  of  the  fog  prevented  her  crew,  though 
Keeping  an  anxious  look-out,  from  even  seeing  the 
Isabella  till  the  two  vessels  were  in  contact  with  each 
other ;  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  said  collision 
was  altogether  an  unavoidable  accident,  and  to  be  at- 
tributed solely  to  the  state  of  the  weather,  and  which 
rendered  all  the  care  and  precaution  taken  by  the 
Itinerant  unavailing ;  wherefore,  &c.  &c. 

The  cause  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters,  by 

Addams  and  H.  NicholU  for  the  Isabella. 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Bayford^  for  the  Itinerant 

Per  Curiam. 

I  have  observed  with  much  regret  that  very  many 
causes  of  collision,  involving  great  destruction  of 
property,  and  a  probable  loss  of  human  life,  have 
recently  been  brought  under  the  consideration  of  thi 
Court.  Questions  of  this  kind,  I  lament  to  say,  have 
been  increasing  in  number,  and  as  it  is  most  desirable 
that  our  decisions  should  be,  as  far  as  possible,  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  induce  masters,  mates,  and  mari- 
ners, to  adhere  to  the  rules  which  you  have  laid 
down  and  the  right  principles  of  navigation,  I  must 
address  a  few  observations  to  you,  gentlemen,  not- 
withstanding the  attention  you  have  paid  to  the  a^ 
guments  of  counsel,  and  the  care  you  have  taken, 
by  reading  the  papers  in  the  cause,  to  make  your- 
selves acquainted  with  the  facts  of  the  case. 

With  respect  to  the  place  where  the  collision  oc- 
curred in  the  present  action,  there  is  no  material 
discrepancy  in  the  respective  statements  before  the 
Court.     On  the  part  of  the  Itinerant,  it  is  stated  ta 
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:en  place  at  sea,  the  high  land  of  Framlington 
S.  W.,  distant  about  eighteen  or  twenty  miles, 
part  of  the  Isabella,  the  vessel  proceeding  in 
3e,  it  is  avowed  that  the  accident  occurred 
renty  miles  southward  of  Flamborough  Head, 
these  accounts,  you  will  perceive,  are  suffi- 
consistent   to   render  it   unnecessary  to   fix 
eater  precision  the  locality  of  the  accident, 
spect  to  the  wind,  there  is  a  somewhat  greater 
ncy  in  the  two  statements.     On  the  part  of 
)ella,  it  is  represented  as  blowing  from  the 
ist ;  on  the  part  of  the  Itinerant,  that  it  was 
>  making,  as  regards  the  wind,  a  difference  of 
Qts  in  the  respective  statements.     Now,  gen- 
it  occurs  to  me,  that  whether  the  wind  was 
E.  S.  E.,  the  difference  in  the  two  statements 
1  I  have  adverted  could  not  materially  affect 
luct  which  ought  to  have  been  pursued  by  the 
t  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case, 
hen  consider,  in  the  first  place,  the  conduct 
by  that  vessel,  which  is  the  vessel  charged 
ving  caused  the  collision, 
stated  <m  her  behalf  that  she  kept  a  good 
k,  but  that  it  was  utterly  impossible  to  distin- 
a  consequence  of  the  fogginess  of  the  night, 
ella,  a  vessel  of  only  seventy-one  tons  burthen, 
he  collision  actually  took  place.     The  defence, 
e,  which  is  set  up  on  beheJf  of  the  Itinerant, 
je  of  inevitable  accident,  arising  from  an  act 
idence,  viz.  the  state  of  the  weather.     Now, 
IS  I  am  able  to  form  a  judgment  upon  the 
see  no  reason  to  discredit  the  averment  that 
look-out  was  kept  on  board   the  Itinerant, 
it  is  distinctly  sworn  in  the  evidence  that  she 
r  persons  upon  deck  at  the  time,  two  of  whom 
s2 
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1844.       were  statioued  upon  the  forecastle,  one  at  the  helm, 

*""^'  and  one  amidships.     Again,  with  respect  to  the  state 

of  the  weather,  I  think  it  is  fairly  to  be  collected  firom 
the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  the  weather  at  the 
time  was,  as  stated,  thick  and  fo^y;  and  I  here 
would  observe  to  you,  tliat  although  tJie  statement  of 
the  Itinerant  may,  as  regards  the  state  of  the  weather, 
be  true,  yet  the  owners  of  that  vessel  may  neyer- 
theless  be  to  blame,  if  the  master  and  crew  did  not 
adopt  all  those  measures  which  it  was  in  their  poirer 
to  have  adopted  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  col- 
lision. How  far  it  was  or  was  not  possible  for  them 
under  the  circumstances  to  have  avoided  such  col- 
lision, is  the  more  immediate  part  for  your  consida- 
ation  upon  the  present  occasion.  And  this  leads  me 
to  direct  your  attention  to  another  important  circum- 
stance in  the  case,  I  mean  the  speed  at  which  the 
Itinerant  was  proceeding  at  the  time.  With  r^aid 
to  her  actual  rate  of  sailing,  there  is  undoubtedly  a 
difference  in  the  evidence.  One  fact,  however,  is  not 
denied  or  disputed,  viz.  that  she  was  proceeding  at 
the  time  with  all  her  sails  set,  excepting  her  forete^ 
gallant  sail.  The  canying  so  great  a  press  of  sail  has 
been  justified  by  the  counsel  for  the  Itinerant  in  the 
course  of  their  argument  by  the  suggestion  that  the 
Itinerant  was  going  against  the  tide,  and  that  it  yn& 
essential  for  her  preservation  that  she  should  make 
the  best  headway  she  could,  to  avoid  being  run  into 
by  other  vessels  which  were  following  in  her  wake 
It  has  also  been  asserted  that  her  actual  rate  of  sail- 
ing at  the  time  was  not  more  than  three  knots  an 
hour.  Such  being  the  statement  set  up  on  behalf  ol 
the  Itinerant,  it  vrill  be  for  you,  gentlemen,  upon  thia 
n^pn^sentation,  to  determine,  in  the  first  instance, 
what  was  the  real  state  of  the  tide,  and  what  the  pro- 
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bable  rate  of  the  Itinerant's  speed ;  and  then,  second- 
ly, you  will  have  the  kindness  to  inform  me  whether 
that  speed  was  or  was  not  too  great,  considering  that 
she  was  navigating  upon  a  dark  and  foggy  night, 
and  in  a  track  where  she  was  likely  to  encounter  other 


1844. 
2dd  January, 

The 
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I  will  now,  before  I  conclude  my  observations,  very 
briefly  direct  your  attention  to  the  statement  which  is 
set  up  on  behalf  of  the  Isabella.  Her  case  is  to  this 
effect,  that  being  on  the  larboard  tack,  with  the  wind 
8.E.  and  her  head  S.  by  W.,  Broughton,  the  man 
at  the  helm,  discovered  the  Itinerant,  and  that  he  so 
made  the  discovery  only  a  minute  before  the  collision 
took  place.  It  is  not  denied  that  the  jmster  of  the 
Isabella  was  at  such  time  not  upon  deck,  but  below ; 
indeed,  it  is  admitted  by  the  master  himself  in  his 
affidavit  that  he  so  went  below  to  look  at  his  watch. 
Now  it  appears  to  me  that  a  question  of  great  import- 
ance as  affecting  the  issue  in  this  cause  arises  upon 
this  part  of  the  case.  The  crew  of  the  Isabella,  it  is 
admitted,  consisted  of  five  persons,  and  of  those  per- 
sons only  one,  viz.,  the  man  at  the  helm,  was  on  deck 
when  the  Itinerant  was  first  observed  approaching 
towards  the  Isabella.  The  night,  it  is  to  be  remem- 
bered, was  dark  and  foggy.  Was  it  then,  I  ask,  right 
on  the  part  of  the  Isabella  to  be  sailing  at  any  time 
npon  such  a  night  with  only  one  man  upon  deck?  If 
the  man  at  the  helm  could  have  seen  the  Itinerant 
one  minute  before  the  collision  took  place,  a  man  on 
the  forecastle,  it  occurs  to  me,  might  by  possibility 
liaye  seen  her  two  or  three  minutes.  This,  gentle- 
nen,  will  be  an  important  point  for  your  considera- 
km;  and  the  questions  which  I  have  now  to  put  to 
ou  are  these: — first,  was  the  Itinerant  solely  to 
Jame  ?  secondly,  was  the  Isabella  in  any  degree  in 
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fault?  and  lastly,  was  the  collision  entirely  the  result 
of  inevitable  accident  ?  As  I  have  already  stated  in 
the  commencement  of  my  observations,  several  wmilar 
cases  have  recently  occurred  in  this  Court.  In  the 
course  of  the  argument,  it  has  been  urged  that  in 
some  of  the  cases  the  Court  has  laid  down  certain 
principles  of  general  application  to  all  questions  of 
this  description.  This  is  rather  a  misapprehension  of 
what  fell  from  the  Court  in  those  cases.  It  is  undoubt- 
edly most  desirable  that  there  should  be  uniformity 
of  decision  and  uniformity  of  principle  in  all  the 
cases  as  far  as  is  practicable ;  and  feeling  the  import- 
ance of  this,  I  have  upon  former  occasions  endea- 
voured to  explain  as  clearly  as  I  could  the  opinions 
which  have  been  delivered,  and  the  rules  which  have 
been  adopted  by  the  Trinity  House  Board  for  the 
government  of  masters  of  vessels.  At  the  same  time 
I  never  intended  to  lay  down  any  general  principles, 
but  with  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  each  case, 
whatever  those  circumstances  might  be.  The  cir- 
cumstances of  each  case  differ  so  much,  that  no  man 
would  be  bold  enough  to  lay  down  any  principle  of 
universal  application;  and  although  certain  general 
rules  for  the  government  of  vessels  may  be  extracted 
from  the  observations  which  have  been  heretofore  laid 
down  in  this  Court,  the  application  of  those  rules, 
under  the  circumstances  of  each  particular  case,  must 
be  matter  of  nautical  skill,  and  not  of  judicial  deter- 
mination. 

Gentlemen,  that  we  may  decide  the  present  case 
with  satisfaction  to  the  public  as  well  as  to  ourselves, 
I  suggest  that  we  retire  and  consult  together  upon 
the  proper  decision  to  be  made  in  this  case. 

After  a  short  absence  with  the  Trinity  Masters  in 
the  inner  hall,  the  learned  Judge  stated  that,  as  there 
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were  certain  difficulties  in  the  case  which  demanded 
further  consideration,  he  would  postpone  his  decision 
till  the  first  day  of  Term. 

Upon  the  23d  of  January,  the  Court  pronounced 
that  the  collision  was  the  result  of  inevitable  accident; 
and  in  delivering  his  judgment,  the  learned  Judge 
observed,  "  The  real  difficulty  in  the  case  which  in- 
duced the  Court  and  the  gentlemen  from  the  Trinity 
House  to  take  time  for  further  deliberation  has 
arisen  from  the  press  of  sail  which  the  Itinerant  is 
represented  to  have  carried  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case.  It  is  unquestionably  the  duty  of  every 
master  of  a  ship,  whether  in  an  intense  fog  or 
great  darkness,  to  exercise  the  utmost  vigilance,  and 
to  put  his  vessel  under  command  so  as  to  secure  the 
best  chance  of  avoiding  all  accidents,  even  though 
such  precautions  may  occasion  some  delay  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  voyage.  It  may  be  that  for  such 
a  purpose  it  would  be  his  duty  to  take  in  his  studding 
sails;  but  such  is  the  constantly  varying  combination 
of  dreumstances  arising  from  locality,  wind,  tide, 
number  of  vessels  in  the  track,  and  otiier  considera- 
tions, that  the  Court  cannot  venture  to  lay  down 
any  general  rule  which  would  absolutely  apply  in  all 
cases.  In  the  present  instance,  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  is,  that  it  might  have  been  prudent  for  the 
Itinerant  t»  have  taken  in  her  studding  sails;  but 
the  Court  is  also  of  opinion,  and  so  were  the  gentle- 
men by  whom  it  was  assisted  at  the  hearing  of  this 
case,  that  the  collision  was  not  occasioned  by  the 
omission  of  the  Itinerant  so  to  do,  but  that  the  state  of 
4e  weather  was  such  that  the  accident  would  have 
occurred,  even  although  this  precaution  had  been 
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1844.  Qtieen's  Advocate,  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 

'-  Itinerant,  prayed  for  costs;  but  the  Court  declined 

Itinxeawt.  to  give  them,  upon  the  ground  that  the  course  of 
practice  had  been  not  to  give  costs  on  either  side 
where  a  collision  had  occurred  from  inevitable  acci- 
dent. 


ZUt  Januartf, 


THE  MARY  STEWART. 

luio^hewihe  T^^®  ^^  ^  ^^^^  ^^  collision  undcr  the  circum- 
evidenceoobotit  stauccs  noticed  in  the  observations  of  the  Court 
iDg  iDd  nicely    The  Court  was  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters. 

balaoced,  the 

guwjdiy  the         For  the  Juno,  Dr.  Addams. 

probabilities  of 

i^T^ch  *tre      ^^^  ^^^  Mary  Stewart,  Dr.  Haggard. 

set  op ;  a  priori 

I'VarrSl"  P^  Curiam. 

tcr  of  a  vessel         Gentlemen,  it  is  not  necessary  that  I  should  trouble 

would  do  what  .  ,  ,  .  -^  _ 

was  right  and  you  With  many  observations  upon  the  present  case. 
^laraodcMrect  The  colUsion  in  question  took  place  off  the  jetty  at 
codrteofoavi.    Yarmouth  in  the  month  of  June  last;  and  at  the  time 

gatioQ.  ' 

of  the  accident,  the  Mary  Stewart,  the  vessel  pro- 
ceeded against,  was  on  her  voyage  from  Hartlepool  to 
London,  laden  with  a  cargo  of  coals ;  and  the  Juno, 
also  coal  laden,  was  proceeding  in  company  with 
other  collier  vessels  from  Hartlepool  to  London,  h 
appears  that  shortly  before  the  collision  occurred,  the 
Mary  Stewart  was  upon  the  larboard  tack,  and  the 
Juno  was  upon  the  starboard  tack.  There  is,  you 
will  observe,  some  little  discrepancy  in  the  respective 
statements  as  to  the  wind ;  but  it  does  not  appear  to 
me  that  this  consideration  has  any  material  bearing 
upon  our  decision.  We  will  take  the  wind  to  have 
been  about  S.  W.,  and  we  may  also  take  it  as  an  ad- 
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mitted  fact  in  the  case,  that  both  the  vessels  were 
close  hauled  at  the  time  of  the  collision.  In  this 
state  of  circumstances,  the  Mary  Stewart  (whether 
rightly  or  wrongly  it  will  be  for  you  to  determine) 
endeavoured  to  pass  to  windward  of  the  Juno.  In 
so  doing,  according  to  my  apprehension  of  the  rule 
which  has  been  laid  down,  she  was  prima  facie  guilty 
of  a  violation  of  that  rule,  and  her  owner  will  in  point 
of  law  be  responsible  for  the  damage  in  question, 
unless  it  can  be  proved  that  there  were  particular 
circumstances  to  justify  their  deviation  from  the  rule. 
The  burthen  of  proof  then  lying  with  the  Mary  Stew- 
art, it  is  stated  on  her  behalf  that,  at  the  time  the 
two  vessels  were  approaching  each  other  on  opposite 
tacks,  the  Juno  was  about  to  pass  to  leeward  of  the 
Mary  Stewart,  and  that  for  that  purpose  her  helm 
was  in  the  first  instance  kept  a- weather;  but  that  her 
course  was  subsequently  altered,  and  she  endeavoured 
to  come  up  to  windward,  and  the  collision  was  alto- 
gether occasioned  by  such  alteration  of  her  original 
course.  The  defence  of  the  Mary  Stewart,  you  will 
observe,  is  rested  upon  this  statement;  and  I  need 
scarcely  tell  you  that  she  is  bound  to  prove  and  esta- 
blish this  statement  by  competent  evidence. 

With  respect  to  the  affidavits  before  the  Court,  I 
must  state  that  there  is  not  in  my  opinion  sufficient 
evidence  to  satisfy  my  mind  that  the  conduct  of 
the  Juno  was  such  as  is  described.  The  fact  is  di- 
rectly put  in  issue  between  the  two  parties  in  the  suit, 
^d  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  on  the  one  side 
^d  the  other  is  so  conflicting,  that  it  would  be  most 
extremely  difficult  for  the  Court,  unaided  by  nautical 
considerations,  to  form  an  opinion  which  statement  is 
entitled  to  credence.  I  must  therefore  request  your 
^T^mon  upon  the  probabilities  of  the  respective  state- 
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ments  in  issue.  You  are  more  competent  to  form  an 
opinion  upon  these  probabilities  than  I  am;  and  look- 
ing at  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  joa  will  have 
the  goodness  to  inform  me  whether  it  is  probable  that 
the  master  of  the  Juno,  under  the  circumstanoes, 
would  have  attempted  to  pass  to  windward,  and  diat 
he  would  have  put  up  his  helm  first  a- weather  and 
then  to  lee  in  the  manner  which  he  has  stated.  In 
the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  you  must  recol- 
lect that  the  presumption  is  in  favour  of  the  Juno 
that  her  master  would  follow  the  ordinary  course; 
and  with  these  observations,  I  will  now  leave  it  to 
your  consideration  which  of  the  two  vessels  in  your 
opinion  was  to  blame. 


Trinity  Masters. 
We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  Mary  Stewart 
was  in  fault. 

Damages  pronounced  for. 


3\tt  January, 

Pilots  goiog  00 
board  a  vessel 
ID  a  lesky  con- 
ditioQ  sod  as- 
sisting the  crew, 
sod  keeping 
down  the  water 
by  pumping, 
eoiitled  to  bt 
rewarded  as 
salvors. 

A  tender  of 
£42  ovenoled, 
and  £65  award- 
ed. 


THE  HEBE.    Cole. 

T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  the 
owners,   master  and  crew  of  a  pilot  cutter  at 
Yarmouth,  for  services  rendered  under  the  circum- 
stances fully  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

For  the  salvors.  Queen's  Advocate  and  Dr.  Jenner. 

For  the  owners,  Dr.  Bayford  and  Dr.  JElphin- 
stone. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  value  of  the  property  in  this  case,  including 
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the  careto  and  freiffht,  is  admitted  to  be  about  £870.        1^44. 

T    .       1        /.        1  I'll  •  .  1  ZUt  January, 

It  18  also  lurther  admitted  that  certain  services  have  

The 

been  rendered  to  the  vessel,  for  which  a  tender  of  hebb. 
£42  has  been  made.  The  sole  question  therefore 
which  I  have  to  determine  is  the  sufficiency  or  insuf- 
ficiency of  that  tender  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  It  appears  that  the  vessel,  prior  to  het  sailing 
from  the  port  of  Sunderiand  on  a  voyage  to  Col- 
chester, on  the  evening  of  the  9th  of  November  last 
strained  herself,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  according 
to  the  affidavit  of  the  master  of  the  vessel,  she  sprung 
a  leak,  making,  as  it  is  admitted,  four  or  five  inches 
water.  It  further  appears  that  in  the  progress  of  the 
voyage  the  leakage  increased,  to  what  extent  is  not 
stated  in  the  affidavit ;  and  when  ofi*  Yarmouth  har- 
bour, and  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  distant,  the 
master  deemed  it  advisable  to  come  to  an  anchor  and 
toist  a  signal,  the  wind  at  the  time  blowing  a  storm 
from  the  N.  W.,  and  the  vessel,  as  I  understand  it, 
lying  something  south  of  the  harbour  at  Yarmouth. 
At  daylight  on  the  morning  of  the  9th,  the  alleged 
salvors,  all  of  whom,  with  the  exception  of  one  man, 
are  harbour  pilots,  being  on  the  look  out,  proceeded 
to  the  vessel  and  tendered  their  assistance,  which  is 
accepted  by  the  master  of  the  Hebe.  A  long  discus- 
sion has  been  entered  into  as  to  whether  their  assist- 
ance was  required  only  for  the  purpose  of  piloting 
the  vessel  into  the  harbour  at  Yarmouth,  or  whether 
it  was  to  be  considered  of  a  higher  and  different  de- 
scription. Now  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that,  in  the 
leaky  condition  in  which  this  vessel  was,  the  alleged 
salvors  were  in  no  degree  bound  to  have  taken 
charge  of  her,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  her  into 
the  harbour  of  Yarmouth  for  a  pilotage  remuneration. 
I  do  not  mean  that  they  were  not  bound  to  take 
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18441  charge  of  her  when  requested  by  the  master,  bi 
—  ^"""'y*  that  having  so  taken  her  in  charge  under  the  circun 
H^",  stances  of  the  case,  they  would  be  entitled  to  a  larg 
remuneration  than  would  be  paid  by  vessels  wlii< 
had  suffered  no  damage  or  inconvenience  whatevi 
Having  then  been  so  taken  on  board,  in  order  to  g 
the  vessel  into  the  harbour,  it  was  necessary  in  t 
first  instance  to  pay  out  an  anchor  and  cable.  Tl 
undoubtedly  was  no  part  of  the  ordinary  duty  of 
pilot.  It  was  a  service  of  a  different  descriptic 
Whilst  in  the  act  of  paying  out  the  anchor,  the  wi 
suddenly  shifted  from  the  S.  to  the  N.  N,  W.,  whi 
was  a  favourable  wind  for  the  vessel  to  make  for  t 
river  Colne,  and  the  master  accordingly  det( 
mined  to  proceed  at  once  on  his  original  voyaj 
For  this  purpose  the  anchor  is  slipped,  and  the  all^ 
salvors  having  recovered  the  same,  proceeded 
board  the  vessel  for  the  river  Colne,  where  she  evei 
ually  arrives  at  one  o'clock  of  the  10th  of  the  sai 
month.  The  service  therefore,  in  point  of  duratic 
lasted  from  seven  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  9 
until  the  afternoon  of  the  10th,  including  the  wh( 
night  of  the  9th.  It  certainly  appears  that  the  pri 
cipal  duty  which  they  performed  whilst  on  board  ii 
the  service  of  pumping,  it  being  indispensably  nea 
sary  that  one  pump  should  be  kept  going  during  t 
whole  of  the  time.  I  do  not  enter  into  the  inquiry  wl 
particular  quantity  of  water  the  vessel  was  makii 
per  hour ;  it  is  quite  sufficient  that  she  was  makii 
so  much  that  she  required  the  labour  of  these  sev 
persons  to  keep  it  under.  Now  these  persons  a 
clearly  entitled  to  remuneration  for  all  that  I  ha 
stated.  They  are  entitled  to  remuneration  from  t] 
first  moment  they  were  received  on  board,  for  havir 
laid  out  the  anchor  and  recovering  the  same,   ar 
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also  for  the  services  performed  whilst  they  accom-   «,  ^?^^- 

•     11  1  ,.  ^1  -r     '        -»  1  Zltt  January. 

pamed  the  vessel  to  the  nver  Come.     It  is  also  to  be    — 

taken  into  the  consideration  of  the  case,  that  although  Hebb. 
the  wind  was  feivourable  at  this  period,  and  the  voyage 
was  accomplished  in  safety,  yet  the  vessel  was  in  that 
condition  that  if  the  wind  had  again  come  on  to  blow 
as  it  subsequently  did  a  very  short  time  after  the  ser- 
vice was  rendered,  the  task  to  be  performed  by  the 
salvors  would  unquestionably  have  been  one  of  infi- 
nitely greater  difficulty,  and  might  have  been  attended 
with  considerable  danger.  Now  these,  I  think,  are  the 
leading  feicts  of  the  case.  The  salvors  have,  perhaps, 
somewhat  overstated  their  case,  in  averring  that  the 
master  and  crew  of  the  Hebe  all  went  to  bed.  Part 
of  them  unquestionably  did  ;  but  the  fair  inference  is 
that  some  remained  upon  deck,  and  were  employed 
in  their  ordinary  avocations,  the  salvors  themselves 
being  occupied  in  keeping  the  water  under  by  pump- 
ing. It  has  been  said  that  the  tender  which  has  been 
offered  is  sufficient,  because  Mr.  Revetts  has  sworn, 
that  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he  could 
have  procured  men  from  Yarmouth  to  perform  the 
same  services  at  the  rate  of  about  21.  lOs.  per  man. 
Now  assuming  the  truth  of  this  statement,  it  is  ob- 
vious, in  the  first  place,  that  some  time  must  neces- 
sarily have  elapsed  before  these  men  could  have  been 
procured.  And  in  the  second  place,  it  is  obvious  that 
they  would  not  have  been  entitled  to  any  reward  for 
having  gone  on  board  in  the  first  instance,  and  of 
having  adopted  the  preliminary  measures  for  bringing 
the  ship  into  the  port  of  Yarmouth.  It  is  also  to  be 
observed,  that  men  are  always  to  be  hired  to  perform 
the  ordinary  work  of  pumping  on  board  a  ship  when 
there  is  no  danger.  But  it  is  next  to  impossible  to 
fix  the  precise  price  at  which  men  are  to  go  on  a 
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1844.        voyage  under  the  possible  risk  of  their  lives.     I  must 
3in  January,  ^^^  adveit,  ill  conclusioii,  to  a  circumstance  which 

i7i^^  has  been  much  commented  upon  in  the  argument, 
viz.  the  fact  of  the  boat  having  accompanied  the  ship 
to  the  river  Colne,  and  the  largeness  of  the  expenses 
which  are  stated  to  have  been  incurred  by  the  salvors 
in  their  return  to  Yarmouth.  Now,  I  must  say,  that 
looking  at  all  the  circumstances,  and  more  especially 
looking  at  the  state  and  condition  of  the  vessel,  it  was 
by  no  means  an  unimportant  or  unnecessary  precau- 
tion that  the  boat  should  accompany  them  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  them  back  to  their  own  port  of 
Yarmouth,  had  the  weather  been  fair ;  and  it  is  clearly 
in  evidence  in  the  affidavits  that  they  would  so  have 
returned,  unless  prevented  by  the  interposition  of 
tempestuous  weather.  With  respect  to  the  expenses, 
which  are  suggested  to  be  exorbitant,  it  is  sworn 
that  they  were  positively  incurred ;  and  looking  at  the 
number  of  persons  employed,  and  considering  that 
after  the  severe  labour  in  which  they  had  been  occu- 
pied, they  would,  upon  landing,  expect  to  receive 
hospitable  treatment  at  whatever  public-house  they 
resorted  to,  I  do  not  think  the  alleged  exorbitancy 
is  so  great  as  to  be  matter  of  notice  for  the  Court 
Under  all  the  circumstances  then,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  tender  of  £42  is  not  an  adequate  tender. 

Considering  the  length  of  time  the  service  lasted, 
that  these  persons  were  called  from  their  usual  avo- 
cations, and  debarred  from  the  chance  of  other  pro- 
fitable occupation ;  that  they  did  perform  the  service 
fairly,  and  conveyed  the  vessel  into  a  port  of  safety, 
I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  necessary  to  give  a  larger 
reward,  in  order  to  encourage  persons  of  this  descrip- 
tion to  render  similar  services  when  necessary.  I 
shall  therefore  give  them  the  sum  of  £65. 
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RAFT  OF  TIMBER.     Steward. 

Motion.  1844. 

^  9lh  February, 

JN  this  case  the  Court  was  moved  to  decree  a  mo-  MoUon  for  a — 
nition  against  J.  Steward,  of  Great  Yarmouth,  to  !°o°»^»oncaH- 

o  '  '         iDg  upoQ  the 

snow  cause  why  salvage  should  not  be  awarded  for  owner  of  a  raft 
services  rendered  in  the  preservation  of  a  certain  raft  was  found  floi- 
of  timber,  the  property  of  the  said  J.  S.  m"uth  hw*Lr, 

The  affidavit  to  lead  the  motion  set  forth,  that  ^^how  cause 

1  rrr  n     ^  a  why  salvage 

J.  W .,  master  of  the  steam  tug  Accommodation,  of  »*>«>«w  not  be 
Great  Yarmouth,  was  on  board  his  steam  vessel  about  t^w  and  pre- 
five  a.   m.  of  the  16th  of  December,  engaged  in  ^;;;;f'""'^* 
towinff  up  the  harbour  a  schooner  called  the  Mar-  .  Motion  rc- 

!•  xr  t  111  ^  1     1  #.  jected,  upon  the 

garet,  of  Yarmouth,  and  when  he  was  about  half-way  ground  that  the 
up  the  river  he  observed  something  upon  the  water  pcSSeLajuril- 
like  a  barge,  floatmg  down  the  harbour  with  a  strong  gi^bJ^Vm^ 
ebb  tide  running.   That,  being  very  dark  at  the  time,  "??«'  ^^e  pro- 

.1      J  11.  1     .1     1     1  1  ▼wionofthe 

tae  deponent  and  his  crew  hailed  the  same  to  keep  stat.  3  &  4  vict. 
the  west  side  of  the  harbour,  to  prevent  damage,  but  ^'  ^'*'  ' 
I'eceiving  no  answer,  the  said  J.  W.  gave  orders  for 
the  steam  tug  to  be  stopped,  when  he  discovered  the 
same  to  be  a  large  heavy  raft  of  timber,  with  no  per- 
son in  charge  thereof;  whereupon  the  said  J.  W., 
bemg  fearful  the  said  raft  would  drive  down  upon 
^  sink  vessels  lying  at  the  piers,  or  otherwise  float 
out  of  the  harbour  and  be  lost  at  sea,  he  immediately 
towed  the  said  schooner  Margaret  just  above  the  bal- 
last quay,  and  not  considering  it  prudent  to  approach 
the  said  raft  with  the  said  steam  tug,  he,  together 
^th  two  of  his  crew,  took  the  boat  belonging  to  the 
said  steam  tug,  with  some  ropes,  chains  and  grapnels, 
^d  proceeded  with  all  possible  speed  towards  the 
said  raft;,  which  he  fell  in  with  and  boarded  by  the 
^alt-houses,  and  after  great  difficulty  succeeded  in 
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steering  the  said  raft  towards  the  west  shore,  when 
he  made  the  same  fast,  and  left  one  of  his  crew  in 
charge ;  and  as  soon  as  the  tide  eased,  the  said  J.  S. 
proceeded  down  with  the  said  steam  tug  and  swifted 
the  same,  and  afterwards  took  it  in  tow  and  brought 
it  up  to  the  town,  and  left  it  safely  moored  on  the 
east  side  of  the  water.  That  several  applications  have 
been  made  to  S.  Steward,  the  owner  of  the  said  raft, 
for  payment  of  some  remuneration  for  the  services  80 
rendered,  but  that  the  said  J.  S.  hath  refused  to  make 
any  compensation  for  the  same,  and  therefore  the  aid 
and  process  of  the  Court  is  required  to  enforce  pay- 
ment thereof. 

It  was  further  stated  in  the  case,  that  the  master 
of  the  steam  tug,  after  securing  the  raft,  reported  the 
circumstances  to  Mr.  Wheatly,  the  Deputy  Vice-Ad- 
miral for  the  county  of  Norfolk,  and  he  retained  poB- 
session  of  the  raft  until  the  1st  of  January,  when  J.  S., 
the  owner,  removed  the  same  by  force,  contending 
that  the  Vice- Admiral  had  no  jurisdiction. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Court  was  moved  to 
issue  the  monition  as  above  stated. 


In  support  of  the  motion.  Haggard  referred  to  the 
Charter  of  James  the  First,  and  the  letters  patent  ap- 
pointing Lord  Wodehouse  Vice-Admiral  of  the  county 
of  Norfolk,  and  submitted  that  under  the  powers 
granted  by  these  documents,  the  Vice-Admiralty 
Court  at  Yarmouth,  whilst  it  existed,  would  clearly 
have  been  competent  to  entertain  the  claim  in  ques- 
tion. That  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court  having 
been  abolished  by  the  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  76,  s.  108, 
there  was  now  no  local  tribunal  existing  at  Yarmouth 
in  which,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  patent,  the 
goods  picked  up  can  be  proceeded  against  in  a  cause 
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of  salvage.     That  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  had  ^ ,  J?f^- 

I  -111  111  1  *>  o     ^   TT.  ^'^  Fsbruary, 

been  considerably  enlarged  by  the  statute  3  &  4  Vict. 

c.  65,  and  the  terms  of  the  enlargement  under  the       iimbbr. 
6th  section  were  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  enable 
the  Court  to  interpose  in  the  matter. 

Per  Curiam.— Dr.  Lushington. 
This  is  an  application  to  the  Court  to  decree  a 
monition,  calling  upon  the  owner  of  a  certain  raft  of 
timber  to  show  cause  why  a  salvage  remuneration 
Aould  not  be  awarded  to  the  master  and  crew  of  a 
8team-tug,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  affi- 
davit which  has  been  read  to  the  Court.  The  locality 
where  the  alleged  service  was  rendered  is  clearly  within 
the  body  of  the  county,  and  the  question  arises  whe- 
ther upon  the  facts  disclosed  this  Court  possesses  a 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter.  Looking  to  the 
prior  practice  of  the  Court,  and  to  the  decision  pro- 
nounced by  Sir  Christopher  Robinson  in  the  case  of 
the  Public  Opinion,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
Court  prima  facie  would  not  be  entitled  to  take  cog- 
nizance of  the  matter.  It  has  been  submitted,  how- 
ever, that  since  the  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Public 
Opinion,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  has  been  con- 
siderably extended,  and  that  under  the  provisions  of 
the  fifth  section  of  the  statute  of  3  &  4  Victoria,  the 
Mrtended  power  conferred  upon  the  Court  is  suffi- 
ciently comprehensive  to  justify  the  Court  in  issuing 
the  monition  which  is  prayed  for  in  the*  present  in- 
tence.  It  has  also  been  suggested  in  support  of  the 
application,  that  the  subject-matter  of  this  motion, 
iough  locally  situated  infra  corpus  comitatus,  would 
iave  been  triable  in  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of 
farmouth  under  the  terms   of  the  Vice-AdmiraFs 

VOL.  II.  T 
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1844.       patent  (a) ;   and  that  the  alleged  salvors,  who  were 
9th  February,  jj^^jj^ggi-jy  entitled  to  some  remuneration  for  the  ser- 
vice which  they  had  performed,  would  be  deprived 
of  the  means  of  enforcing  the  same  unless  the  Court 
shall  interpose  in  their  behalf. 

Now  the  act  5  &  6  Will.  4,  which  is  entitled  the 
Municipal  Corporation  Act,  provides  in  th^  108th 
section  to  the  effect  "  that  after  the  passing  of  the  act 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Vice-Admiralty  Courts  (with 
certain  exceptions  specially  provided  in  the  act)  shall 
be  discontinued."     I  do  not  however  find  that  any 


(a)  By  the  letters-patent,  dated  the  15th  June,  1888,  the  bte 
Lord  Wodehouse  was  appointed  Vice- Admiral  of  the  county  of 
Norfolk  and  maritime  parts  thereof,  with  power  to  take  cognisance 
of  and  proceed  in  all  causes  civil  and  maritime,  as  well  between 
merchants  and  owners  of  ships  as  between  any  other /)er«ofM  whom- 
soever, in  any  matter,  cause  or  thing,  business  or  injury  wbat- 
soever,  done  or  to  be  done  as  well  upon  or  by  the  sea,  on  puUie 
streams,  on  fresh  waters,  ports,  rivers  or  creeks  and  places  over- 
flowed with  the  ebbing  and  flowing  of  the  sea  and  to  high-water 
mark,  as  upon  all  shores  or  banks  to  them,  or  any  of  tJieir  a^aeei^ 
from  the  first  bridges  towards  the  sea,  together  wUh  all  and  angdff 
the  emergencies,  incidents  and  dependencies  annexed  and  comtexeit 
and  to  hear  and  determine  the  same  according  to  the  civil  and  war 
ritime  laws  and  customs  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England, 
and  also  of  and  concerning  goods,  flotsam,  jetson,  lagon,  treasures 
found,  and  of  all  goods  what;soever  taken  or  to  be  taken  as  derelict, 
as  well  upon  the  sea  as  in  all  ports,  public  streams,  rivers  or 
creeks,  from  all  first  bridges  towards  the  sea,  howsoever,  mhertsh 
ever,  or  by  what  means  soever  arising  or  happening,  or  wheresoever 
they  shall  happen  to  be  or  be  found  within  the  maritime  jurisdic* 
tion  aforesaid,  and  to  preserve  the  same  in  any  Court  of  the  Admniil 
of  England,  then  held  or  to  he  held  before  her  Majesty  or  her  IMtr 
tenant.  Vice- Admiral  or  deputy,  or  four  justices  to  be  appoiniedbf 
commission  or  letters-patent,  according  to  the  statyUe  thereupon  wtdi 
and  the  custom  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England, 

The  words  printed  in  italics  were  the  parts  of  the  letters-patent 
more  immediately  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  alleged 
salvors. 
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)yision  is  made  for  transferring  that  jurisdiction  to 
I  Court  of  Admiralty.  But  even  supposing  that 
3  Court  had  succeeded  to  all  the  jurisdiction  for- 
rly  exercised  by  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  at  Yar- 
uth,  I  am  not  prepared  to  hold  that  I  might  not 
interdicted  from  interfering  in  the  matter  under  the 
uliar  circumstances  of  the  case,  unless  an  express 
vision  is  to  be  found  empowering  the  Court  to  do 
mder  the  other  statute  which  has  been  referred  to, 
.the  3  &4  Vict.  c.  65. 

3ow  fiur  then  is  any  such  authority  conveyed  by 
)  statute  ?  The  sixth  section  of  the  act  provides  in 
86  words  (Court  here  referred  to  the  sixth  section, 
erving) — Now  it  is  quite  clear  to  my  mind  that 
the  words  of  this  section  the  Court  does  not  obtain 
ufficient  enlargement  of  its  powers  to  enable  it 
interfere  in  the  present  instance.  This  is  neither 
hip  or  sea-going  vessel;  it  is  simply  a  raft  of 
her.  Under  these  circumstances  then  I  do  not  think 
lionld  be  justified  in  allowing  the  monition  to  go 
•  I  must  therefore  reject  the  motion,  and  the 
ty  on  whose  behalf  the  application  is  made  must 
k  elsewhere  in  a  court  of  common  law  the  assist- 
« to  which  he  considers  himself  entitled. 


1844* 
9th  Ftbntary. 

Raft  of 
Timber. 


THE  FAVORITE.    Lambert. 

'HIS  was  a  suit  for  salvage,  promoted  by  W.  Davey, 
of  Bude,  in  the  county  of  Cornwall,  against  a 
antity  of  iron  which  formed  a  portion  of  the  cargo 
board  the  brig  Favorite  of  Sunderland. 
It  was  set  forth  in  the  act  on  petition,  that  the  brig 
loQgmg  to  the  port  of  Sunderland  sailed  for  the 
t2 


9th  February, 

i  pen 

under  an  agree- 
ment with  the 
master  of  t 
stranded  vessel, 
had  taken 
charge  of  the 
ship,  and  had 
succeeded  in 
saving  and 
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9th  F^M  P^^  ^^  Cardiff  with  a  cargo  of  refined  metal,  1 
to  Rotterdam  ;  that  about  1 1  o'clock  a.  m.  of  thi 

The 

Favoritb.  of  October,  being  in  a  very  disabled  state  in  < 

warehousing  a  quencc  of  having  encountered  a  heavy  gale 

cargo,  the  ves-  standing  round  the  Longships,  the  master  ra 

to  ^i^^i^M  said  brig  for  the  land,  when  becoming  unmanaj 

taftaw  remu-  ^^^  struck  on  the  beach  between  two  reefs  of  to 

oeratioD,  ai.  the  back  of  the  breakwater,  near  the  entrance 

though  his  ser-  ,  , 

Ticet  were  to  be  harbour  of  Budc ;  that  upon  the  tide  recedin 
the  character  of  master  wcnt  ou  shorc  and  made  arrangements 
MDq^^^  W.  D.,  the  asserted  salvor,  to  act  in  saving  the 
than  of  sal-       on  board  the  said  brig,  whereupon  the  said 

▼age  lervioes.  i  <■  •  #•        i 

took  such  active  measures  for  the  preservation 
same  as  the  occasion  required,  and  was  em] 
therein  from  the  28th  of  October  until  the  1 
November  inclusive  ;  that  during  such  tin 
weather  was  generally  tempestuous,  and  thi 
W.  D.  was  almost  incessantly  occupied  day  and 
in  the  salvage  of  the  said  cargo  and  removing 
place  of  safety ;  that  on  the  evening  of  the  3d  < 
vember  the  said  brig  went  to  pieces  and  was  i 
away,  the  tide  never  having  entirely  left  hei 
that  previously  thereto  the  greater  portion  < 
cargo  had  been  removed  and  deposited  in  a  p 
safety  beyond  the  reach  of  the  tide,  the  rise  < 
sea  being  so  great  as  to  wash  away  to  a  great  di 
portions  of  the  iron  in  the  course  of  its  remova 
rying  along  with  it  the  crab  and  other  macl 
used  in  effecting  the  said  salvage,  and  thereby 
sioning  much  damage  and  loss  to  the  said  \ 
that  the  cargo  which  had  been  so  rescued  ^ 
moved  to  the  wharf  of  the  said  W.  D.,  about  i 
and  a  half  distant  from  the  wreck,  and  was  i 
moved  with  great  labour  and  difficulty,  the  n 
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the  said  wharf  lying  over  a  considerable  portion  of       I844. 

the  breakwater,  which  is  formed  of  large   unhewn  — — !?!2!!!Zl 

tones,  and  also  across  a  river  swollen  to  a  dangerous     faJ"b'ite. 

tate  by  the  heavy  rain ;  that  the  cargo  so  saved  con- 

isted  of  about  240  tons  of  refined  metal,  and  required 

!00  or  300  joumies  by  carts  and  horses  in  its  re- 

iioval ;  that  the  agreed  value  of  the  said  cargo  was 

)610,  and  that  the  payments  and  expenses  made  and 

acurred  by  the  said  W.  D.,  including  wharfage  and 

•leakage  of  machinery,  and  tlie  hire  of  men,  &c.,  and 

rithout  including  any  remuneration  whatevef  to  the 

sdd  W.  D.  for  his  own  services,  amounted  to  the  sum 

f  £155 ;  wherefore  the  proctor  of  said  W.  D.,  &c.  &c- 

A  reply  was  brought  in  on  behalf  of  the  sole  owner 
f  the  iron  so  salved,  admitting  generally  the  state- 
ttent  of  the  salvor  as  to  the  extent  of  the  services 
B^ed  to  have  been  rendered,  but  denying  that  the 
ervices  in  question  were  salvage  services  but  only 
gency  services,  and  that  the  expenses  incurred  by 
ud  W.  D.  did  not,  as  pretended,  amount  to  the  sum 
f£l55. 

The  ease  was  argued  by 

Haggard  and  Ttviss,  for  the  salvors. 

Elphinstonej  for  the  owner  of  the  iron. 

Per  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington. 
This  is  a  suit  to  obtain  a  remuneration  for  services 
hich  are  alleged  to  have  been  performed  under 
Mnewhat  peculiar  circumstances.  The  facts  of  the 
^  are  shortly  these. — (Court  here  recapitulated  the 
»ct8  as  set  forth  in  the  pleadings,  and  observed) — 
fow  it  is  not  to  be  left  out  of  consideration  that  the 
^0  which  has  been  thus  preserved  is  of  a  peculiar 
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1844.  character,  consisting  of  refined  iron,  which  was  not 
-^ — ^^'^'  removed  without  very  considerable  difficulty  from  the 
FaT^ite.  situation  in  which  it  was  placed  when  the  aaeerted 
salvor  first  ofiered  his  assistance.  It  is  also  to  be 
taken  into  the  consideration  of  the  case,  that  the  lo- 
cality of  the  disaster  is  upon  the  coast  of  Cornwall,  in 
a  part  of  the  country  where  even  at  the  present 
moment  shipwrecked  property  is  liable  to  othw  ca- 
sualties and  misfortunes  than  the  mere  dangers  of  the 
sea ;  and  where,  I  regfet  to  say,  but  little  trust  or 
confidence  can  be  reposed  in  the  honesty  or  the  ha- 
manity  of  some  of  the  inhabitants.  In  the  course  ol 
the  observations  addressed  to  the  Court  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  some  objections 
were  thrown  out  with  respect  to  some  of  the  charges 
included  in  the  expenses  which  are  alleged  to  have 
been  incurred  by  the  salvor  in  the  services  in  question. 
Complaint  has  been  made  in  particular  to  the  charge 
of  £30  for  watching  the  property  during  the  time  it 
lay  upon  the  rocks.  Now  it  would  be  extremely  dif- 
ficult for  me  to  form  any  opinion  as  to  the  precise 
amount  which  ought  to  be  charged  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case.  Looking,  however,  to  the 
consideration  to  which  I  have  just  adverted,  it  if 
obvious  that  greater  expense  would  be  incurred  in 
securing  the  preservation  of  the  property  upon  th< 
coast  of  Cornwall  than  in  other  parts  of  the  kingdom 
I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that  I  should  be  justified  ii 
disturbing  this  charge,  more  especially  as  it  is  statec 
to  have  been  paid,  and  there  is  no  direct  evidence 
before  the  Court  in  contradiction  of  this  averment 
A  similar  observation  will  apply  to  other  of  the 
charges  which  have  been  commented  upon  by  the 
counsel  for  the  owner,  viz.  the  Court  has  no  means  of 
forming  a  judgment  whether  they  are  proper  ornot, 
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and  they  have  been  authenticated  as  having  been  ac-       ^8**- 

toally  incurred  and  defrayed.     With  respect  to  the — 

sendees  of  Mr.  Davey  himself,  he  was  employed  by  FavoITiti. 
previous  agreement  with  the  master  to  superintend 
and  conduct  the  necessary  measures  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  property,  and  this  agreement  he  appears 
to  have  fulfilled  most  honestly  and  fairly  from  the  be- 
ginning to  the  end  of  the  transaction ;  having  through 
his  exertions  been  successful  in  saving  about  240 
tons  of  iron,  which  would  otherwise  in  all  probability 
have  been  entirely  lost.  He  swears,  moreover,  that 
his  time  and  attention,  and  that  of  his  son,  clerks  and 
servants,  were  very  considerably  engaged  in  per- 
fonning  the  services  in  question. 

The  truth  of  this  averment  is  not  in  any  degree 
impeached  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  there- 
fore Mr.  Davey  is  most  clearly  entitled  to  a  liberal 
remuneration ;  and  although  I  cannot  view  his  ser- 
vices in  the  strict  character  of  salvage  services,  but 
lather  of  a  successful  and  meritorious  agency,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  I  shall  not  exceed  the  fair  quantum  of 
reward  if  I  decree  him  the  sum  of  £250,  to  cover  all 
expenses,  saving  the  costs  of  this  suit,  which  I  must 
allow  him  in  addition. 

£250  awarded,  with  costs. 


THE  TOWAN.     Lewis. 

.  Salvage. 


24th  February, 


The  act  on  petition  in  this  case  in  substance  alleged,  a  claim  of 

that  on  the  28th  October  last,  the  brig  Towan,  of  'Jrintm^ 
the  burthen  of  144  tons,  whilst  in  the  prosecution  of  a  and  exaggerated 

'  A  statemeni  or 

Voyage  from  Llanelly  to  Littlehampton  with  a  cargo  of  alleged  saWagc 
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1M4        culm  and  stone,  encountered  a  heavy  gale  of  wind  fifwn 

the  N.  W .,  accompanied  by  a  tremendous  sea,  which 

Towrif .  contmually  swept  the  decks  and  stove  in  their  ship's 
boat ;  that  about  7  a.  m.  of  the  same  day,  the  said 
brig,  then  making  a  foot  of  water  and  more  per  hoar, 
eMteTriitcrew  ^^  obliged  to  run  for  the  port  of  Padstow  in  the 
SLdid^^ST  ^^^^*y  ^f  Cornwall,  and  succeeded  in  reaching  the 


■imd,  ipd  the 


ItgaiDst  •/  '  o 

g  forwifd  entrance  of  the  harbour,  when,  in  order  to  prevent 
poM  agaiott  the  being  driven  on  shore,  her  anchor  was  dropped,  and 
^!^^,  cjLuet  ^^^  ^^^  *^  *^^  same,  though  in  very  great  peril,  the 
••"»P^*»  sea  every  moment  breaking  over  her  and  sweeping 
Couiu  her  decks ;  that  whilst  the  said  brig  was  so  anchored, 

her  windlass  overturned  and  became  unmanageable; 
that  R.  T.,  hearing  that  a  brig  in  distress  was  running 
for  the  harbour  of  Padstow,  immediately  manned  his 
boat  and  proceeded  down  the  harbour  for  the  purpose 
of  rendering  assistance,  the  wind  then  blo¥nng  a 
heavy  gale  from  the  N.  W.  with  a  tremendous  sea 
on ;  that  whilst  rowing  down  the  harbour  they  per- 
ceived round  the  Steppar  point,  at  the  entrance  of  the 
harbour,  the  said  brig  with  a  signal  of  distress  flying, 
and  her  foretop  gallant  mast  gone ;  that  the  s&id  biig 
lay  in  very  great  peril,  the  crew  being  in  great  dis- 
tress and  shrieking  for  assistance ;  that  a  pilot  boat 
put  off  from  shore  towards  the  said  brig,  with  a  line 
attached  to  one  of  the  capstan  warps  on  shore,  but  in 
consequence  of  the  gale  and  heavy  sea  the  said  pilot 
boat  was  unable  to  reach  the  said  brig,  and  put  ba<i 
for  the  shore ;  that  thereupon  the  said  R.  T.  took  the 
line  into  his  boat  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  oflf  to 
the  said  brig,  and  although  the  pilot  having  the 
charge  of  the  capstan  wharps  warned  him  that  the 
attempt  was  too  hazardous,  the  said  R.  T.  directed  his 
crew  to  pull  towards  the  said  brig,  then  about  150 
fathoms  from  the  shore,  and  after  great  exertion,  and 
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at  great  peril  of  their  lives,  the  said  R,  T.  and  his        i844. 

^  '^  24tk  February. 


crew  succeeded  in  reaching  the  said  brig,  when  H.  L., 
the  master  thereof,  and  his  crew,  in  a  state  of  much  towIn. 
alarm,  begged  them  to  take  them  off  the  said  brig ; 
that  the  said  R.  T.  having  run  his  boat  alongside  the 
brig,  threw  the  end  of  the  line  on  board,  and  after- 
wards the  said  R.  T.  boarded  the  brig,  and  his  crew 
rowed  to  the  shore,  leaving  said  R.  T.  on  board  ;  that 
the  crew  of  the  said  brig  were  with  difficulty  prevailed 
upon  by  the  said  R.  T.  to  attend  to  his  directions  in 
aideavouring  to  save  the  said  brig,  but  at  last  he 
succeeded  in  cheering  up  the  said  master  and  crew, 
and  under  his  directions  they  hauled  in  the  line  and 
got  the  end  of  the  capstan  warp  to  which  it  was 
attached  on  board,  and  they  then  drove  on  the  said 
wharp  with  the  capstan  ashore ;  that  finding  from  the 
heavy  strain  of  the  anchor  and  wharp,  owing  to  the 
heavy  pitching  of  the  brig,  that  there  was  great  ap- 
prehension of  their  parting,  said  R.  T.  signalled  his 
boat  to  come  off  sgeduj  and  sent  the  line  by  the  said 
boat  to  the  shore  in  order  to  be  attached  to  another 
and  larger  capstan  warp,  which  was  done,  got  on 
hoard  the  brig  the  crew  of  said  boat,  and  made  it  fast 
nmnd  the  foremast  of  the  said  brig ;  and  just  as  they 
had  80  done,  the  brig's  chain  and  warp  at  first  brought 
off  parted,  and  had  it  not  been  for  the  large  warp  so 
made  fast  as  aforesaid,  the  said  brig  and  cargo  must 
have  become  a  total  wreck  ;  that  the  said  R.  T.  and 
the  crew  of  the  said  brig  then  hailed  the  people  on 
Aore  to  heave  in  the  said  brig  by  means  of  the  second 
warp,  which  they  did,  and  thereby  got  the  brig 
^er  a  close-reefed  main  topsail  from  her  dangerous 
situation  into  deep  water,  but  that  very  shortly  after- 
guards, by  the  violence  of  the  gale  and  the  eddy  of 
4e  wind  and  water,  the  said  brig  sheered  against  the 
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1844.       cliff  and  rooks  and  was  much  damaged  thereby ;  that 

!^^'  said  R.  T,,  by  the  aid  of  his  boat's  crew,  th«i  ran  oat 

Tow!n.  ^^  anchors  to  heave  the  said  brig  clear,  and  by  means 
thereof  got  her  a  second  time  into  deep  water,  upon 
which  said  R.  T.  directed  the  sails  to  be  hoisted,  and 
by  such  means,  and  by  the  assistance  of  the  people 
on  the  cliffs,  the  said  brig  was  eventually  got  up  the 
harbour  and  ran  upon  the  beach  to  prevent  her  sinking, 
she  being  nearly  full  of  water ;  that  in  the  service 
aforesaid  the  said  R.  T.  and  his  boat's  crew  encountered 
very  great  risk,  and  but  for  their  assistance  the  said 
brig  and  cargo  must  have  perished,  &;c.  &c.  &c. 

On  the  part  of  the  owners  it  was  expressly  denied 
in  the  answer  to  the  act  that  the  weather  was  so 
tempestuous  and  that  the  brig  made  so  much  water 
as  alleged  by  the  salvors,  or  that  there  was  any  danger 
of  the  brig's  being  driven  on  shore  upon  entering  the 
harbour  of  Padstow,  or  that  there  was  any  necessily 
for  her  dropping  her  anchor,  or  that  when  dropped 
she  rode  to  the  same  in  very  great  or  any  peril ;  on 
the  contrary,  that  the  brig,  on  reaching  the  entrance 
of  the  said  harbour,  came  under  the  lee  of  the  Steppar 
point,  and  thereby  was  protected  from  the  wind  and 
sea ;  and  that  she  was  proceeding  along  the  proper 
channel  with  the  flood  tide  safely  and  securely,  when 
the  master  injudiciously  and  without  any  necessity 
dropped  anchor,  bringing  up  the  said  brig  at  the 
outer  hedge  of  the  Dunbar  sand ;  that  the  brig  having 
been  so  brought  up,  rode  safely  at  single  anchor  about 
80  or  100  fathoms  from  the  shore,  and  with  no  break- 
ing sea  near  her ;  neither  was  there  any  flag  of  dis- 
tress hoisted  as  witness  alleged.  The  reply  having 
further  denied  in  detail  the  several  averments  in  the 
act  on  petition,  and  especially  that  there  was  any 
danger  to  the  crew  of  the  To  wan  or  risk  to  the  all^ 
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'  salvors  in  approaching  and  getting  on  board  the  ship  i844. 
or  at  any  period  of  the  transaction,  concluded  with  the  — — tl^^ 
averment  that  the  tackle  so  used  in  assisting  the  said  tIw'm. 
brig  on  the  said  occasion  belonged  to  an  association 
called  the  Padstow  Harbour  Association,  who  have 
erected  capstans  and  placed  buoys  at  the  entrance  of 
the  harbour  ready  for  immediate  use ;  and  that  such 
corporation  was  managed  by  a  committee  of  twelve, 
of  whom  the  said  R.T.  is  one;  that  such  committee, 
to  whom  it  appertains  to  make  out  the  charges  against 
vessels  so  assisted,  in  so  doing  invariably  apportion 
and  award  some  recompense  and  remuneration,  va- 
rying in  amount  according  to  the  service  performed, 
for  boats  and  crews  carrying  out  the  lines  and  warps 
when  necessary ;  and  that  when  such  committee  met 
for  the  purpose  of  making  out  their  charges  against 
the  Towan,  they  awarded  to  the  said  R.  T.  a<id  his 
boat's  CTew  the  sum  of  £12  as  a  sufficient  remunera- 
tion of  their  services,  to  wit,  £6  to  the  said  R.  T.  for 
himself  and  the  use  of  his  boat,  and  £1  a-piece  for 
each  of  his  crew. 

The  cause  was  argued  by 

AddamSj  for  the  owner  of  the  Towan. 

Haggard  and  TvnsSf  for  the  salvors. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
In  questions  of  this  kind  discrepancies  and  contra- 
dictions to  a  certain  extent  must  generally  exist  in  the 
Btatements  and  the  evidence  on  the  one  side  and  the 
other.  The  Court,  however,  in  the  majority  of  cases, 
finds  but  little  difficulty  in  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  the  salvage  compensation,  with  a  reasonable  con- 
viction that  no  essential  error  or  injustice  will  be  com- 
mitted by  its  decision.     The  present  case,  I  am  sorry 
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1844.  to  observe,  furnishes  an  exception,  and  exhibits  ooa- 
— ^ — ^aa^'  tradictions  so  manifest  and  palpable  that  I  can  disoera 
t^a'n.  ^^  medium,  no  possibility  of  reconciling  the  evidence ; 
and  the  only  conclusion  which  I  can  form  according 
to  my  own  judgment,  is  either  that  the  tender  which 
has  been  made  is  utterly  inadequate  to  the  service 
performed,  or  that  the  salvors  have  set  up  a  case,  not 
only  inflamed  and  exaggerated,  but  entirely  incon- 
sistent with  the  true  state  of  the  facts.  The  substance 
of  the  case  set  up  by  the  salvors  is,  that  the  ship  and 
cargo,  and  also  the  lives  of  the  crew  on  board,  were 
in  imminent  peril ;  that  a  consciousness  of  this  im- 
pending peril  was  manifested  by  the  hoisting  a  signal 
of  distress,  and  that  the  rescue  was  effected  at  a 
moment  when  other  aid  had  &iled,  and  was  attended 
with  equally  imminent  risk  and  danger  to  the  salvors 
themselves.  If  this  statement  be  true,  it  cannot,! 
conceive,  be  doubted  for  a  single  moment  that  the 
tender  of  £24  is  utterly  and  entirely  inadequate  to 
the  danger  encountered  to  the  rescue  of  so  many 
lives  and  the  preservation  of  the  whole  of  the  property 
on  board,  although  that  property  may  not  be  of  very 
large  value.  What  then  is  the  evidence  before  the 
Court  in  support  of  this  statement  ?  There  is,  in  the 
first  place,  an  affidavit  sworn  upon  the  21st  of  No- 
vember by  Lewis,  the  late  master  of  the  Towan,  in 
which  he  is  joined  by  the  whole  of  his  crew ;  and  in 
this  affidavit,  with  the  single  exception  of  the  hoisting 
a  signal  of  distress,  they  do  most  fully  support  the 
act  on  petition,  describing  their  own  danger  as  most 
imminent,  and  the  exertions  of  the  salvors  to  rescue 
them  as  not  less  perilous.  Now  it  is  quite  clear  that 
no  persons  could  be  more  competent  from  actual  know- 
lege  and  experience  to  describe  the  facts  correctly; 
and  if  tliis  were  an  unopposed  case  as  regards  the 
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nature  and  extent  of  the  salvor  services,  and  the  ques-  „^  J^^- 

•         i/»ii/n«  n        1  34(11  Ttbruary» 

tion  was  simply  referred  to  the  Court  to  fix  the  mea-  —  

sure  of  the  remuneration,  I  should  at  once  come  to      towam. 

the  conclusion,  upon  the  contents  of  this  affidavit,  that 

a  fcr  higher  reward  was  due  to  the  salvors  than  has 

been  here  tendered.     But  the  nature  or  extent  of  the 

salvors'  exertions  is  directly  put  in  issue  and  denied  on 

the  part  of  the  owners  of  the  Towan ;  and  is  it  not 

then  a  somewhat  surprising  circumstance  to  find  the 

master  and  the  whole  of  the  crew  thus  coming  forward 

to  depose  against  the  interest  of  the  owner  of  the 

YesBel? 

It  has  sometimes  happened  that  one  or  more  of  the 
crew,  but  very  rarely  the  master,  have  been  found  to 
come  forward,  and  so  depose ;  but  I  cannot  recollect 
a  case  in  which  the  master  and  the  whole  of  the  crew 
have  voluntarily  united  in  directly  opposing  the  inte- 
rests of  their  employer,  as  those  persons  have  done 
upon  the  present  occasion.  I  must  say  that  this  cir- 
cumstance necessarily  awakens  some  suspicion  in  my 
mind,  and  this  suspicion  is  increased  when  it  turns 
out,  as  it  does  in  this  case,  that,  subsequent  to  the 
transaction  in  question,  the  master  has  been  dis- 
charged from  his  employment,  and  that  the  whole 
crew  were  for  some  considerable  period  of  time  lodged 
^  it  were  in  the  keeping  of  the  salvors.  If  the  mat- 
ter rested  here,  and  nothing  further  had  occurred,  I 
Aould  have  viewed  with  great  suspicion  and  distrust 
a  statement  supported  by  evidence  of  such  a  descrip- 
tion; but  there  is  an  affidavit  made  upon  the  5th  of 
February  at  a  later  period  of  the  cause,  which,  as  far 
^  the  master  is  concerned,  most  clearly  proves  that 
^^  at  least  is  altogether  unworthy  of  credit,  inasmuch 
^t  this  second  affidavit  in  substance,  and  to  a  consi- 
derable extent  in  words,  negatives  both  the  salvors* 
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i«44.       act  on  petition  and  his  own  prior  affidavit  in  denyin 

^'  all  danger,  and  stating  that  no  risk  whatever  m 

TowAN.  encountered  by  any  one  during  the  transactioit  A 
far  then  as  the  master  of  the  Towan  is  concerned,  1 
is  at  once  put  out  of  Court  by  the  effect  of  this  secon 
affidavit.  It  has,  however,  been  argued,  and  not  ui 
fairly,  that  the  evidence  of  the  mate  and  the  rest  of  tl 
crew  remained  untouched,  and  that  they  were  in  i 
degree  participators  in  the  double  and  contradictor 
swearing  of  the  master.  Be  it  so;  it  must  neverthelfi 
be  remembered  that  their  statement,  which  they  hai 
come  forward  in  common  to  support,  is  in  some  ma 
sure  disparaged  by  the  circumstance  to  which  I  hai 
previously  adverted,  and  that  this  disparagement  i 
increased  by  the  falsehood  and  misconduct  of  one  ( 
the  individuals  who  joined  with  them  in  the  affidavit 

1  now  come  to  the  affidavits  marked  No.  2  and  Nct 
which  comprise  the  evidence  of  the  salvors  themselve 
in  support  of  their  own  statement.    The  affidavit  Nc 

2  is  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Tredwin,  the  master,  and  ii 
the  affidavit  he  is  joined  by  Lewis  and  White.  Thi 
affidavit,  as  far  as  regards  Mr.  Tredwin  himself  i 
entitled  k  priori  to  the  credit  usually  given  to  th 
affidavits  of  salvors,  and  it  not  only  supports  the  ac 
on  petition,  but  in  some  degree  exceeds  it.  It  i 
however,  to  be  observed  as  a  somewhat  extraordinar 
feature  in  this  affidavit,  that  Lewis  and  White,  Mi 
Tredwin's  fellow  deponents,  do  not  depose  to  seven 
important  feicts  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Tredwin  himself;  a 
for  example,  the  hoisting  the  signal  of  distress,  tb 
great  apprehensions  of  danger  exhibited  by  the  per 
sons  on  board,  and  their  prayers  to  be  rescued  firon 
that  danger.  It  cannot  be  said  that  Lewis  and  "Whit 
had  sworn  to  those  facts  before,  because  no  mentioi 
is  made  of  them  in  the  first  affidavit  No.  1. 
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The  affidavit  No.  3  is  an  affidavit  made  by  Tred-  „,  J"**. 

Wins  boatmen;  and  the  only  observation  1  think  it 

necessary  to  make  upon  it  at  present  is,  that  it  exceeds  towan. 
the  act  on  petition,  and  goes  beyond  Tredwin's  own 
affidavit,  and  in  fact  exceeds  every  statement  in  the 
cause,  except  one  which  is  to  be  found  in  the  affidavit 
of  the  coast  guard  men,  marked  No.  4.  It  does  not 
Vffeax  whether  any  person  was  present  who  had  the 
command  of  the  coast  guard ;  and,  looking  to  the 
iffidavit  No.  4,  I  must  say  that  it  would  have  been 
much  more  satisfactory  to  me  if  I  had  been  supplied 
irith  evidence  from  that  quarter.  The  first  part  of 
the  affidavit  is  nearly  in  the  words  of  Tredwin's  affi- 
davit; the  latter  portion  of  it  is  evidently  not  what 
Dden  in  their  condition  of  life  would  have  sponta- 
neously stated,  but  is  made  up  of  the  rhetoric  of  an 
attorney's  office  and  irrelevant  hearsay. 

No.  5  is  the  affidavit  of  four  labourers,  and  it  de- 
scribes more  minutely  the  refusal  of  the  pilot  to  go 
out,  and  that  an  application  was  made  to  a  person 
(not  named)  in  charge  of  the  life-boat  to  launch  it, 
hut  that  he  reftised,  in  consequence  of  the  danger. 
In  all  other  respects  it  closely  resembles  the  affidavits 
of  the  boatmen  and  the  coast  guard  men.  The  sixth 
^d  last  affidavit  to  which  I  shall  refer  is  the  affidavit 
rf  Apps,  the  pilot,  and  of  a  person  of  the  name  of 
Mitchell,  and,  except  as  to  the  hoisting  the  signal  of 
distress,  it  is  nearly  to  the  same  effect  as  the  affidavit 
sworn  by  Mr.  Tredwin.  I  have  now  gone  through 
the  whole  of  the  salvors'  evidence,  and  what  is  the 
J^t?  Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  evidence  of 
*he  master  and  crew  of  the  Towan,  the  result  is  that 
^  case  which  has  been  set  up  by  the  asserted  salvors 
^  I  think,  still  supported  by  much  evidence  which  is 
^  altogether  undeserving  of  credit.     At  the  same 
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,^^\  time,  there  is  one  feature  which  pervades  the  caa 
*  throughout,  viz.,  that  every  affidavit  on  the  part  o 

TowAN.  the  salvors  is  couched  in  terms  of  great  exaggeration 
and  in  a  tone  wholly  unnatural  and  inconsistent  wit 
the  character  of  the  deponents  themselves.  I  mm 
now  briefly  advert  in  conclusion  to  the  case  wliic 
has  been  set  up  by  the  owners  of  the  vessel  proceede 
s^ainst,  and  in  so  doing  it  will  be  unnecessary  that 
should  state  their  case  in  detail ;  it  will  be  suffidei 
to  notice  the  principal  points  which  arise  and  the  ev 
dence  relating  to  them.  First,  then,  was  the  sign 
which  was  hoisted, — a  signal  of  distress,  or  merely 
signal  for  a  pilot?  This  is  a  question  of  no  small  is 
portance  in  the  case,  and  the  solution  of  it  must  in 
great  measure  depend  upon  the  degree  of  dangi 
which  impended  at  the  time ;  for  if  there  did  exi 
danger  to  life  as  well  as  property,  it  is  only  consistei 
with  probability  that  there  should  have  been  a  sigm 
of  distress.  Looking  to  the  evidence  before  the  Cour 
it  is  clear  that  the  master  and  crew  have  not  depoee 
that  at  any  time  a  signal  of  distress  was  hoisted,  an* 
the  evidence  of  the  owners  expressly  negatives  it  1 
is  indeed  stated  in  one  of  the  salvors'  affidavits,  tha 
the  vessel  had  eight  feet  water  in  her  hold ;  but  ther 
is  no  evidence  to  show  that  a  single  pump  was  a 
work  during  the  whole  transaction.  None  of  th 
sails  were  gone;  the  rigging  was  in  perfect  order, am 
the  vessel  sailed  well.  Two  of  the  witnesses  moreove 
expressly  negative  danger  of  any  kind,  and  state  tlu 
it  was  only  necessary  to  warp  the  vessel  for  a  shm 
distance,  to  enable  her  to  get  into  the  harbour  c 
Padstow  with  perfect  safety.  Under  all  the  circuin 
stances,  I  am  satisfied  in  my  own  mind  that  there  m 
no  danger  whatever,  and  consequently  that  there  wai 
no  signal  of  distress,  but  only  a  signal  for  a  pilot 
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0,  as  to  the  pilot  boat,  did  she  or  did  she  not        im4, 

ipt  to  reach  the  ship?    It  is  pleaded  in  the  reply — 

e  act  on  petition  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  that  towIk. 
inn  himself  took  the  line  and  pilot  boat,  and  in 
ffidavits  it  is  stated  that  this  was  done  by  force, 
not,  however,  pleaded  that  it  was  so  done  by 
and  I  think  I  should  not  be  justified,  where  the 
has  had  no  opportunity  of  answering  the  aver- 
» in  assuming  that  violence  was  actually  used  in 
^  possession  of  the  line.  I  think  that,  in  justice 
r.  Tredwin,  I  must  not  assume  the  feet  as  proved 
2  cause ;  at  the  same  time  I  think  that  the  testi- 
'  of  Harris,  and  especially  of  Mitchell,  sufficiently 
idict  the  averment  that  the  first  boat  could  not 
gone  to  the  assistance  of  the  vessel.  There  is 
emaining  circumstance  to  be  noticed,  viz.,  that 
adstow  Association  considered  the  sum  of  £12  a 
lent  reward  for  the  service  in  question,  and  that 
ward  was  made  in  the  presence  of  Mr.  Tredwin. 
undoubtedly  Mr.  Tredwin  was  not  bound  to 
to  any  such  award  of  the  committee;  at  the 
time  it  is  an  important  ingredient  in  the  case, 
he  committee,  consisting  of  most  competent  per- 
md  sitting  recenti  facto  in  the  presence  of  the 
dual  most  interested,  and  who  had  fiiU  power  and 
tunity  for  explanation,  pronounced  an  opinion 
be  service  would  be  amply  compensated  by  the 
ent  of  the  sum  of  £12. 

0  not  consider  it  necessary  to  travel  further  into 
vestigation  of  this  case.  I  am  perfectly  satisfied 
'  own  judgment  of  the  following  facts : — 
St,  that  no  signal  of  distress  was  hoisted.  Se- 
jr,  that  after  the  vessel  came  to  an  anchor  inside 
)rt,  there  was  no  peril  to  the  vessel  or  danger  to 
ves  of  the  crew.  Thirdly,  that  there  was  no  risk 
L  n.  u 
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>M4^      in  boarding  her,  and  that  this  woidd  have  been  done 

'  by  the  first  pilot  boat,  if  Mr.  Tredwin  had  not  inter- 

TowAN.  fered.  Fourthly,  that  subsequent  to  the  transaction, 
there  was  an  improper  resistance  to  the  supersedeas, 
and  even  a  gross  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  salvors  to 
retain  possession  of  the  vessel ;  and  I  will  here  state 
that  if  the  possession  had  been  retained  after  the  8upe^ 
sedeas  had  gone  down  to  Padstow,  and  been  seiW 
upon  the  parties,  I  would  most  assuredly  have  attadied 
every  individual  so  engaged  in  resisting  the  authority 
of  the  Court.  Lastly,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  anert 
of  the  vessel  in  the  sum  of  £450  was  unreasonabk 
and  oppressive,  and  I  think  the  tender  which  has 
been  made,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  is 
ample  and  sufficient  for  the  services  whidi  have  been 
performed. 

I  therefore  pronounce  for  the  tender,  and  with  coats 
against  the  salvors,  hoping  and  trusting  that  this 
example  will  prevent  the  reiteration  of  similar  expe- 
riments in  fiiture.  The  whole  of  the  proceedings 
convince  me  of  the  necessity  of  watching  with  great 
vigilance,  not  to  say  suspicion,  transactions  of  this 
description  in  distant  ports,  and  of  protecting  owneis 
and  underwriters  from,  what  I  consider  in  the  preaent 
case,  an  attempt  at  extortion,  supported  by  the  con- 
coction of  evidence  so  strong  that  its  very  strength 
destroys  its  effect  and  credibility. 


THE  JAMES  WATT.    Cullen. 

9(^  March. 


Where  a  T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  damage  promoted  by  ^^ 

down^^w^         owners  of  the  schooner  Perseverance,  against  the 
nl^ium'eeta     James  Watt  stcam  ship. 
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An  action  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer    g^^S^** . 
7  the  owners  of  the  steam  vessel^  and  a  cross  action 


Thi 

Q  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Perseverance  was  also   Jambs  watt. 
Btituted  in  the  same  Court,  and  was  still  pending  jaiiipgrTeMei 

,        ■  r  o  beatiog  up  the 

hen  the  suit  was  commenced  in  the  Court  of  Ad-  nver,  and  the 
liialty.     Upon  an  affidavit  stating   these   facts,  a  "^i^r^isio^ 
lodon  was  made  to  the  Court  to  dismiss  the  General  ^JjJj^Thelaii. 
team  Navigation  Company  from  further  observance  >"«  ^«^> » 

•  .       .         .         ,  .,•',.  .  .  ,     upon,  It  IS  the 

justice  m  the  suit,  but  this  motion  was  rejected.  Uaty  of  the 
Iw  proceedings  were  by  plea  and  proof,  and  the  HJ^tmerVeLc 
bd  of  the  plaintiff,  which  consisted  of  eight  articles,  i^o^itXThu"^ 
sahfltance  set  forth— That  the  schooner  Persever-  speed,  unui  be 

.  _,  .       .  ascertains  the 

ice,  belonging  to  the  port  of  Exeter,  in  the  prose-  conne  of  the 
iticm  of  a  voyage   from  Exeter  to  London,   was  ***A°IefcncU- 
traght  to  anchor  abreast  the  Black   Tail  Beacon  J^^b^stStm^ 
;Iow  the  Nore  at  six  p.  m.  of  the  30th  September,  nnderthedr- 
bat  at  half-past  twelve  a.  m.  of  the  1st  of  October  immediately 
le  was  got  under  weigh,  and  made  all  sail,  working  j^Jt,  tn  <»mpi!u 
windward,  with  moderate  winds  from  the  N.  W.  "^^j^h^ 
f  N.,  and  about  fifty  minutes  past  one  a.  m,  was  regniatioM^ 
eked  from  the  north  shore  on  the  starboard  tack  to 
le  southward.     That  the  morning  was  bright,  and 
le  vessels  could  be  clearly  distinguished  about  half 
mile  distant,  and  all  hands  were  on  deck  keeping 
good  look-out.     That  the  schooner  continued  on  the 
ck  aforesaid,  reaching  across  with  all  sails  set  and 
086  hauled,  going  at  the  rate  of  about  two  knots  an 
>ur  until  two  o'clock  a.  m.,  the  Nore  light  being 
such  time  S.  W.  by  W.  half  W.  when  a  steam  ship 
he  James  Watt)  was  perceived  from  the  schooner 
K)at  half  a  mile  distant,  and  approaching  her  down 
e  reach  at  the  rate  of  between  eight  or  ten  knots 
I  hour,  whereupon  all  hands  on  board  the  schooner 
udly  and  repeatedly    hailed   those   on    board   the 
u2 
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1844.       Steamer  to  starboard  her  helm,  but  that  no  notice 

' — —  whatsoever  was  taken  of  such  bailings  until  about 

Jamu  Wait.  ^^^  ^  minute  before  the  collision,  when  those  m 
board  the  steam  ship  called  out  to  the  crew  of  thf 
schooner  to  port  her  helm,  but  which  had  ahead] 
been  done  to  prevent  the  steam  ship  running  over  tb 
schooner  amidships.     That  immediately  afterwaid 
the  steamer,  in  attempting  to  cross  the  bows  of  th< 
schooner,  struck  her  larboard  bow  a  tremendous  bloi 
against  the  starboard  bow  of  the  steam  ship,  cuttiiq 
her  down  nearly  to  the  water's  edge,  and  doing  othe 
considerable  damage.     That   the  said  collision  wa 
solely  and  entirely  caused   by  the   Beiult  and  nub 
management  of  the  crew  of  the  steam  ship,  &c.  &c 
An  allegation  consisting  of  fourteen  articles  wai 
brought  in  by  the  owners  of  the  steam  ship  in  reply 
and  the  substance  of  the  defence  which  it  set  uf 
was — That  at  the  time  the  schooner  was  first  ob- 
served, the  morning  was  dark  and  hazy  on  the  water, 
so  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  persons  on  board  the 
steamer  to  see  what  course  the  schooner  was  steering. 
That  there  were  two  lights  hoisted   on   board  the 
steamer,  one  at  the  mast  head,  and  the  other  at  the 
bowsprit  end,  which  lights  were  plainly  visible  at  the 
distance  of  a  mile  and  a  half  at  least,  and  would  have 
clearly  indicated  to  any  vessel  coming  in  an  opposite 
direction  the  course  which  the  steam  ship  was  steer- 
ing.    That  the  watch  of  the  James  Watt  consisted  of 
seven  men,  who  were  all  on  deck,  and  upon  the  look- 
out at  the  time,  and  immediately  the  schooner  wb 
discovered,  the  men  on  the  bows  called  out  ship  a- 
head,  upon  which  the  captain  immediately  ordered 
them  to  port  the  helm,  and  ease  the  engines,  and  both 
of  these  orders  were  immediately  obeyed.     That  find- 
ing the  schooner  was  still  keeping  her  course,  and 
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9th  Mareh. 


over  to  the  southward,  the  captain  then  ordered        i844. 

m  to  be  put  hard  a-port,  and  both  engines  to 

»ped.     The  crew  of  the  steamer,  who  were  upon   jamm^Watt. 

t  the  same  time  hailing  the  crew  of  the  schooner 

her  helm  likewise,  whereby  the  schooner  would 

Dne  about,  the  steam  ship's  course  having  been 

by  the  portings  of  her  helm  aforesaid.     That 

lortly  after  the  helm  of  the  steamer  had  been 

rd  a-port,  the  schooner,  with  all  her  sail  set 

1,  and  without  at  all  easing  or  backing  them, 

the  force  of  the  collision  might  have  been 
1,  came  head  on  into  the  steam  ship,  striking 
imer  a  violent  blow  just  before  the  paddle  box 

larboard  side,  carrying  away  her  bulwarks, 
rng  her  other  damage.  That  the  schooner 
>m  the  time  of  her  being  first  seen  until  the 
a  took  place,  under  full  command,  and  would, 
r  helm  been  put  to  port,  as  it  ought  to  have 
ave  gone  about,  whereby  she  would  have  got 
ito  the  strength  of  the  tide,  and  the  said  collision 
have  been  avoided,  and  that  the  collision  was 
led  by  the  fault  and  mismanagement  of  the 
f  the  schooner,  and  was  not  attributable,  as 
to  the  default  of  the  steam  ship,  &c.  &c.  ' 

cause  was  argued  by 

ams  and  RohinsoUy  for  the  owners  of  the  steam 


m^s  Advocate  and  Haggard,  for  the  schooner. 

cr  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington. 
Jemen,  two  important  &cts  in  this  case  admit 
oubt  whatever.     It  is  clear,  in  the  first  place, 
K)n  the  morning  when  the  collision  took  place, 
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1844.       the  Perseverance,  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cauae, 

9th  March.  ,  .  '         .  .  /  i  •     i         l 

was  beating  up  the  nver  with  an  adverse  wind ;  whe- 

Jamm"watt.  ther  from  the  N.  W.  by  W.,  as  stated  on  behalf  of  tb 
Perseverance,  or  W.  N.  W.,  as  stated  by  the  steamer 
is  immaterial.  It  is  also  equally  clear,  that  in  oide 
so  to  beat  up  the  river,  she  was  upon  the  starboar 
tack  close  hauled,  and  was  sailing  towards  the  soai 
shore,  and  as  near  to  the  shore  as  the  state  of  the  wia 
and  weather  would  permit.  Whilst  pursuing  Ik 
course  as  stated,  at  about  a  quarter  past  twelve  a.ii 
she  discovered  the  steamer  coming  down  the  rivi 
at  some  distance  from  her.  With  respect  to  tl 
actual  distance  at  which  the  steamer  was  first  ol 
served,  there  is  some  discrepancy  in  the  afiidavits  ( 
the  witnesses  in  the  case.  I  do  not,  however,  oon 
sider  that  any  imputation  attaches  upon  them  upo 
this  account,  because  I  conceive  that  it  is  impoflsiU 
under  circumstances  of  this  kind  to  fix  any  standar 
by  which  the  admeasurement  of  distances  at  sea  ca 
be  ascertained  with  correctness.  It  is  sworn,  an 
there  is  nothing  to  contradict  this  averment,  that  s 
this  time  the  crew  of  the  Perseverance  were  all  c 
them  upon  the  deck,  and  thus  much  I  take  to  be  per 
fectly  clear,  viz.  that  the  Perseverance  would  ha? 
discerned  the  steamer  at  a  much  greater  distano 
than  the  steamer  could  have  seen  the  schooner  for  tw( 
reasons,  first,  because  the  Perseverance  was  so  mud 
smaller  in  bulk  ;  and,  secondly,  because  the  steamei 
carried  two  brilliant  lights,  which  would  be  mon 
especially  descemible  by  reason  of  the  darkness  o 
the  night.  The  Perseverance  then  being  thus  dose 
hauled,  and  upon  the  starboard  tack,  and  perceiving 
the  steamer  coming  down  the  river,  what  does  she 
do  ?  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  she  had  ample  time 
to  put  about,  if  that  was  the  right  measure  to  be 
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adopted ;  but,  not  knowing  what  course  the  steamer 
might  take,  she  keeps  her  course  in  the  first  instance. 
The  question  arises  was  she  right  or  wrong  in  so 
doing  ?  As  far  as  I  am  enabled  to  form  any  opinion 
upon  the  matter,  she  was  perfectly  right.  And  I 
conceive  that  very  great  inconvenience  would  arise,  if 
vessels  of  her  description,  beating  up  the  river,  and 
being  close  hauled,  i^ould  put  about  the  moment  a 
steamer  is  seen,  and  before  it  can  be  ascertained  what 
oooTse  the  steamer  is  likely  to  take. 

Let  us  pursue  the  progress  of  the  affair : — As  the 
two  vessels  are  approaching  towards  each  other,  the 
crew  of  the  Perseverance  perceive  that  the  helm  of 
the  steamer  had  been  put  to  port,  and  as  soon  as  they 
perceive  it,  they  put  their  own  helm  immediately 
a-port  likewise.     This  measure  is  not  inculpated  by 
the  persons  on  board  the  steamer,  because  they  called 
upon  her  so  to  do,  and  in  my  apprehension  it  was 
the  only  measure  that  could  have  been  adopted  under 
the  circumstances  to  diminish  the  impending  evil. 
It  is  said,  however,  that  there  was  ample  time  for  the 
schooner  to  have  put  about  between  the  time  when 
the  helm  of  the  steamer  was  first  ported  and  the  col- 
lision took  place.     In  order  to  ascertain  this,  we  must 
look  to  the  evidence  of  those  on  board  the  steamer, 
for  of  course  it  was  impossible  for  the  crew  of  the 
Perseverance  to  perceive  that  the  helm  of  the  schooner 
had  been  altered  until  after  it  had  actually  been  put 
lo  port,  and  not  even  then  at  the  very  moment.  Now 
lie  evidence  of  all  the  persons  on  board  the  steamer 
ligtinctly  establishes  the  fact,  that  two  minutes  did 
lot  intervene  between  the  time  when  they  hailed  the 
•Perseverance  to  port  her  helm,  and  the  actual  col- 
iaon.     Under  this  state  of  circumstances  I  shall  refer 
t  to  your  judgment  whether  the  Perseverance  was  in 


1844. 
9th  March, 

Thb 
J  AM  IS  Watt. 
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1844.       any  degree  to  blame  for  the  conduct  she  adopted, 
9ih  Mmh.^  candidly  stating  my  own  opinion  that  she  was  not 


-     ^^1,       I  must  now  advert  to  the  case  which  is  set  up  on  W 

Jambs  Witt.    ,-^«-  ..  ,  ,  «*.. 

half  of  the  steamer ;  and  m  order  to  do  perfect  justice 
to  the  owners  of  that  vessel,  I  will  take  the  accoimt 
which  is  given  by  the  master  himself  of  the  course 
which  was  adopted  on  board  the  James  Watt  h 
his  deposition  in  chief  upon  the  second  article,  hf 
states  that  **at  about  a  quarter  past  two,  or  afiei 
eight  bells  had  been  struck,  one  of  the  two  men  whc 
were  on  the  look-out  at  the  bows  (by  name  Hely  anc 
Maybank)  called  out,  a  vessel  on  the  larboard  bow.' 
He  says,  "  I  was  at  that  moment  on  the  bridge,  am 
turning  my  attention  to  my  left  I  perceived  an  object 
without  making  out  what  it  was — it  bore  about  tw< 
points  on  our  larboard  bow,  and  I  repeated  forwaid 
"  I  see  it."  He  then  goes  on  to  describe  the  course  tb 
steamer  was  sailing,  and  the  extreme  darkness  of  tb 
night ;  and  after  stating  that  it  was  so  hazy  on  the  watei 
that  he  could  not  distinctly  make  out  what  the  objec 
was  which  was  seen  approaching,  nor  what  course  i 
was  standing  on,  he  further  states  in  these  words 
"  Immediately  after  my  answering  the  men  at  th 
bow  by  saying,  I  see  it,  as  aforesaid,  I  turned  aft  an< 
called  out  to  the  wheel,  portj  and  was  answered,  poi 
it  is."  Now  let  us  consider  whether  under  these  car 
cumstances  he  ought  or  ought  not  to  have  ported  hi 
helm.  He  was  in  doubt ;  that  is  his  own  statement 
It  is  also  admitted  in  his  answer  to  the  fifth  intern) 
gatory,  that  if  it  had  been  daylight,  the  general  ml 
would  have  been  that  the  steamer  should  have  gon 
a-stem  of  the  Perseverance.  Why  then  did  he  poi 
his  helm  ?  The  answer  is  thus  supplied  in  his  ow 
words  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  same  interrogatory 
He  says,  "  In  the  daytime  the  James  Watt,  seeiaj 
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the  course  of  the  schooner,  was  bound  to  go  a-stem        1^44. 

of  her;  but  being  in  doubt,  by  reason  of  the  dark-  _?!i_:_ 

ness,  I  considered  it  my  duty  to  port  my  helm  and  Jamm"wait. 
stop  my  engines."  It  has  been  said  that  in  so  port- 
ing his  helm  he  followed  the  rule  laid  down  by  the 
Trinity  House  Board.  I  must  confess  that  I  do  not 
see  the  application  of  this  rule  under  the  circum- 
stances above  stated.  True  it  is,  that  when  two  steam 
vessels  are  approaching  each  other,  it  has  been  ruled 
over  and  over  again  that  they  are  to  pass  larboard  and 
larboard;  but  I  have  never  yet  heard  it  laid  down 
that  when  a  steam  vessel  is  going  down  the  river,  and 
she  discovers  a  sailing  vessel  coming  up  the  river 
with  an  adverse  wind,  the  steamer  is  immediately  to 
port  her  helm,  before  she  discovers  what  course  such 
vessel  is  upon.  In  my  apprehension,  the  master  of 
the  James  Watt  would  have  acted,  under  the  circum- 
stances, with  greater  prudence  and  caution  if,  upon 
first  discovering  the  Perseverance,  instead  of  porting 
his  helm,  he  had  continued  his  course  at  slacked 
speed,  by  easing  his  engines,  till  he  was  able  to  dis- 
cover the  course  the  Perseverance  was  steering,  and 
then  acting  according  to  circumstances.  If  he  had 
pnrsued  this  course,  it  is  apparent  from  the  evidence 
of  Maybank,  that  in  the  short  space  of  about  a  minute 
after  the  sail  was  reported,  or  according  to  Hely  a 
DMuute  and  a  half  from  that  time,  he  would  have 
discovered  the  course  of  the  Perseverance,  and  could 
We  adopted  the  measures  that  might  altogether 
have  prevented  the  collision. 

Some  discussion  has  been  raised  in  the  argument 
cf  this  case,  whether  the  collision  took  place  in  con- 
sequence of  the  steamer  running  into  the  Persever- 
^ce,  or  the  latter  vessel  running  foul  of  the  steamer 
^  the  first  instance. 
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1844. 
9lh  March, 

The 
Jambs  Watt. 


In  point  of  law,  I  apprehend  the  consideration  of 
this  matter  would  be  altogether  immaterial  to  the 
issue  in  this  cause,  because  I  take  it  to  be  the  esta- 
blished principle  of  law,  that  if  a  collision  is  occa- 
sioned by  the  fault  of  one  vessel,  it  is  not  of  the  least 
importance  which  vessel  strikes  the  other  in  the  first 
instance.  The  true  question  is,  what  vessel  is  to 
blame  in  causing  the  collision  ?  If  it  were  necessaiy 
for  the  purposes  of  justice  in  this  suit  to  pursue  the 
enquiry  upon  this  point,  I  must  say  that  the  pro- 
babilities are  strongly  in  favour  of  the  refK^esenta- 
tion  made  on  behalf  of  the  Praaeverance.  Here 
is  a  schooner  of  seventy-six  tons,  going  at  the  rate  d 
about  two  knots  an  hour  close  hauled,  and  in  the  act 
of  throwing  herself  into  stays  at  the  moment  of  the 
collision,  and  yet  this  vessel  goes  with  such  force 
against  the  steamer  as  by  her  own  act  to  cause  all  the 
damage  that  has  ensued.  Without  professing  to  be 
very  conversant  with  the  details  of  nautical  matters 
in  general,  I  must  say  that  this  representation,  upon 
4he  face  of  it,  is  not  very  probable,  or  easily  to  be  cre- 
dited. 

Having  now,  gentlemen,  adverted  to  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  which  appear  to  me  to  be  im- 
portant for  your  consideration,  you  will  have  the 
kindness  to  tell  which  of  these  two  vessels  is  to  blame. 
You  will  also  recollect,  that  the  master  distinctly  says 
that  in  his  opinion,  in  a  case  of  doubt,  it  was  his  duty 
to  port  his  helm,  an  opinion  which  in  my  judgment 
is  not  conformable  with  the  rules  which  have  been 
laid  down  for  the  navigation  of  vessels  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case. 

Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  the  Persever- 
ance was  in  no  degree  to  blame,  and  that  the  collision 
was  occasioned  entirely  by  the  default  and  misma- 
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nagement  of  the  James  Watt,  in  attempting  to  cross        i844. 

the  bows  of  the  Perseverance ;  that  if  she  had  acted ^^  ' 

properly  she  would  have  gone  under  her  stem,  and  j^m  J"  att. 
then  the  accident  would  have  been  thereby  avoided. 

Damage  pronounced  for. 


THE  GAZELLE  (a).     Hurst.  m  March. 

JN  this  case,  which  was  originally  a  cause  of  da-  objections  to 

mage  by  collision,  promoted  by  the  owners  of  the  ^!I[^*de- 

brig  Charles,  the  Court,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters,  ^^^^^l^ 

pronounced  for  the  damage,  and  condemned  the  Ga-  merchants  of 

11    •!  n    i  ii»i  A    one-lhird  for 

zelle  in  the  amount  of  the  same  and  of  the  costs.     A  the  fail  amount 
reference  in  the  usual  form  was  directed  to  the  regis-  J^d  of  ulT oMt 
trarand  merchants,  and  a  report  having  been  brought  fn  co^j^ISli 
in,  certain  items  in  the  report  were  now  objected  to  «^.o«^  »^c>« 
on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Charles.   The  principal  tuied  for  ow, 
and  noiost  important  of  the  objections  are  noticed  in  Jhe  coSrt!     ^ 
detail  in  the  observations  of  the  Court.  Jont^^^ 

murrage  to  be 

In  support  of  the  reristrar's  report,  Addams  and  paid  for  the  de- 

r      ,.    ^'^  °  '^  tentionofthe 


vessel  during 
the  repoirs,  a 

In  support  of  the  objections.  Haggard  and  Jenner.  brmadrfrom** 

the  gross  freight 

Per  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington.  would  in  ordi- 

In  this  case,  which  was  originally  a  case  of  colli-  ^^^^^ 
sion,  the  Court  pronounced  for  the  damage  sued  for,  «ccojint^of  the 
^d  directed  the  amount  to  be  ascertained  in  the  usual  in  the  earning 
fonn,  viz.,  by  a  reference  to  the  registrar  and  mer-  °  lupon^ni 
chants.  The  registrar  having  made  his  report  in  eonsideiS.'*" 
obedience  to  the  Court's  directions,  various  items  in 
Ais  report  have  been   objected  to  on  behalf  of  the 

{a)  Vide  supra,  vol.  i.  p.  471. 
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1844.  owners  of  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cause,  and  the 
^fc  Marf^._  Q^^j^  jg  ^^^  callcd  upon  to  determine  the  validity  ol 
GaIblli.  ^^^  objections  which  have  been  thus  raised.  One  o; 
the  principal  and  most  important  objections  to  th< 
report  under  consideration  is  this,  that  the  registrsu 
and  merchants,  in  fixing  the  amount  to  be  paid  fo: 
repairs  and  the  supply  of  new  articles  in  lieu  of  thoa 
which  have  been  damaged  or  destroyed,  have  deducts 
one-third  from  the  full  amount  which  such  repairs  anc 
new  articles  would  cost.  This  deduction,  it  is  said 
has  been  made  in  consideration  of  new  materials  being 
substituted  for  old,  and  is  justified  upon  the  principle 
of  a  rule  which  is  alleged  to  be  invariably  adopted  in 
cases  of  insurance.  The  first  question  then  which  1 
have  to  consider  is  the  applicability  of  the  rule  in 
question  to  a  case  of  the  present  description ;  and  this 
question,  it  is  obvious,  involves  a  principle  of  consi- 
derable importance,  not  only  as  regards  the  decision 
in  this  particular  case,  but  as  establishing  a  rule  for 
assessing  the  damages  in  all  other  similar  cases.  Now 
in  my  apprehension,  a  material  distinction  exists  be- 
tween cases  of  insurance  and  cases  of  damage  by  colli- 
sion, and  for  the  following  reasons : — With  respect  to 
all  policies  of  insurance,  I  apprehend  that  the  cases 
are  cases  of  contract.  In  the  construction  and  regu- 
lation of  such  contracts,  all  the  customs  of  merchants 
founded  in  equity  are  always  considered  as  forming  a 
part  of  the  contracts  themselves;  and  the  presumption 
is  that  all  merchants  are  cognizant  of  the  customs 
existing  in  their  own  particular  vocations,  and  have 
them  in  contemplation  in  all  contracts  which  they 
may  enter  into  in  their  several  transactions  of  bua- 
ness. 

In  the  immediate  case,  for  instance,  of  a  policy  of 
insurance  upon  a  ship,  the  shipowner  who  insures  his 
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vessel  is  aware  of  the  custom  in  question,  and  at  the     g^f^^;^J^ 

time  the  insurance  is  eflPected  he  knows  that  he  pays '— 

a  smaller  premium  for  the  insurance,  in  consideration  Gazfllb, 
of  the  deduction  to  be  made  in  case  of  loss  or  damage 
to  his  ship.  If  such  loss  or  damage  ensue  thereupon, 
he  cannot  claim  to  receive  more  than  the  custom 
sanctions  and  allows;  and  in  recovering  the  amount  of 
his  loss,  minus  the  deduction  of  the  one-third,  he  in 
point  of  feet  receives  all  that  he  agreed  to  receive  in 
pursuance  of  the  contract  which  he  entered  into  with 
the  underwriter. 

With  regard  to  cases  of  collision,  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  they  stand  upon  a  totally  different  footing.     The 
claim  of  the  suffering  party  who  has  sustained  the 
damage  arises  not  ex  contractu,  but  ex  delicto  of  the 
party  by  whom  the  damage  has  been  done ;  and  the 
measure  of  the  indemnification  is  not  limited  by  the 
tenns  of  any  contract,  but  is  co-extensive  with  the 
^ount  of  the  damage.   The  right  against  the  wrong- 
doer is  for  a  restitutio  in  integrum,  and  this  restitu- 
tion he  is  bound  to  make  without  calling  upon  the 
party  injured  to  assist  him  in  any  way  whatsoever, 
ff  the  settlement  of  the  indemnification  be  attended 
^th  any  difficulty  (and   in  those  cases  difficulties 
^Ust  and  will  frequently  occur),  the  party  in  fault 
^Ust  bear  the  inconvenience.     He  has  no  right  to 
fix  this  inconvenience  upon  the  injured  party ;  and  if 
**^at  party  derives  incidentally  a  greater  benefit  than 
^ere  inden^nification,  it  arises  only  from  the  impossi- 
bility of  otherwise  effecting  such  indemnification  with- 
out exposing  him  to  some  loss  or  burthen,  which  the 
'^^  will  not  place  upon  him. 

Having  thus  far  endeavoured  to  elucidate  the  prin- 
^ple  which  governs  the  two  classes  of  cases,  I  will  now 
shortly  advert  to  the  authority  of  the  case  which  was 
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1844.       cited  in  the  argument  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
^'*  ^""^^    owners  of  the  Charles,  and  if  I  find  that  in  the  coorts 


GaIkllb.     ^^  common  law  the  principle  has  been  applied  to  any 
case  ex  delicto  in  the  manner  to  which  I  have  lefened, 
it  will  be  my  duty  to  adopt  and  apply  the  same  prin-* 
ciple  in  this  and  future  cases  of  the  like  kind,  more 
especially  as  I  do  not  find  that  in  the  practice  of  this 
Court  there  has  been  any  such  consistent  and  uniform 
course  of  practice  as  would  militate  against  its  intro- 
duction.    Since  the  case  was  argued,  I  have  caused 
inquiry  to  be  made  into  the  case  of  Hare  v.  JSecUng- 
ton,  and  I  find  that  the  learned  counsel  was  perfectly 
correct  in  his  representation  of  what  fell  from  the 
learned  judge  who  decided  that  case.     The  words  of 
Mr.  Justice  Cresswell  were  to  this  efiect :  "  When  a 
man  runs  down  a  vessel,  he  cannot  claim  an  abate- 
ment of  one-third  for  old  materials ;  it  is  di£Bsreiit 
in  insurance  cases,   because  there  it  is  an  under- 
stood part  of  the  contract."     I  do  not  find  that  any 
attempt  has  been  made  to  impeach  the  law  as  thus 
laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Cresswell.     I  shall  there- 
fore adopt  the  principle  in  the  present  instance,  and 
refer  back  the  report  to  the  registrar  and  merchants 
to  be  amended  with  respect  to  the  several  items  or 
sets  of  claims  in  which  the  deduction  of  one-third 
has  been  made  for  the  new  materials  supplied. 

I  now  come  to  another  important  item  in  the  re- 
port which  has  been  made  the  subject  of  objection  in 
the  present  instance.  It  appears  that  the  owners  of 
the  Charles,  in  estimating  the  amount  of  their  indem- 
nification, have  claimed  the  sum  of  £94 :  lO^.  for  de- 
murrage in  the  detention  of  the  brig  during  the  re- 
pairs. This  claim  has  been  disallowed  in  the  report, 
and  the  question  arises,  what  is  the  principle  upon 
which  compensation  is  to  be  allowed  for  the  detention 
of  a  vessel  under  the  circumstance  of  the  case. 
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Now  I  apprehend  that  the  party  who  has  suffered 
the  injury  is  clearly  entitled  to  an  adequate  compen- 
sation for  any  loss  he  may  sustain  for  the  detention  of 
his  vessel  during  the  period  which  is  necessary  for 
the  completion  of  the  repairs  and  the  furnishing  new 
articks. 

It  has  been  argued  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  this  suit,  that  in  framing  the  amount  of  this  com- 
pensation the  same  principle  must  be  adopted  as  pre- 
vails in  cases  of  insurance;  and  the  Court  has  been 
referred  to  the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Blackburn^  in  which 
the  gross  freight  was  allowed  without  any  deduction 
on  account  of  necessary  expenses.  The  result  of  the 
dedsicm  in  that  case  was,  that  by  the  allowance  of 
gross  freight  the  party  was  actually  benefited  by  the 
loss  of  the  vessel,  because  he  took  the  whole  of  the 
freight,  amounting  to  £3068,  without  any  deduction 
whatevtf,  althou^,  if  the  voyage  had  been  success- 
folly  performed,  the  actual  deduction  to  be  made  for 
expenses  would  have  amounted  to  £700.  Now  upon 
what  ground  was  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Palmer 
V.  Blackburn  founded  ?  The  case  was  tried  before 
I/>rd  Chief  Justice  Dallas,  Mr.  Justice  Park,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Burrough.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Dallas  doubted 
4e  propriety  of  the  determination,  and  wished  to 
have  had  the  opportunity  of  further  consideration 
upon  it;  and  in  concluding  his  judgment  he  says, 
^  I  think  the  point  of  considerable  importance,  and 
^rthy  of  ftirther  consideration."  Mr.  Justice  Park 
^d  Mr.  Justice  Burrough  were  of  opinion  that  the 
^le  adopted  in  policies  of  insurance  was  applicable 
*o  the  case.  The  words  of  Mr.  Justice  Park  were, 
'*  The  jury  have  found  that  upon  policies  freight 
^^  always  been  settled  in  this  manner,  and  my  ex- 
P^ence  entirely  coincides  with  that  finding."     Mr. 
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ij^4.       Justice  Burrough  said,  '^  In  questions  on  policies  of 

'■—  insurance,  the  course  has  always  been  to  ascertain  the 

Gazilli.  custom  of  merchants.  The  jury  having  found,  and 
properly  found,  this  to  be  the  custom  of  merchante, 
the  verdict  must  be  in  conformity  with  such  finding.*" 
From  these  observations  of  the  learned  judges,  it 
appears  that  the  ground  upon  which  this  decision  \m 
founded  was  the  custom  of  merchants,  which,  as  I 
have  already  observed,  is  always  considered  in  policies 
of  insurance  as  forming  a  part  of  the  contract  itself. 
In  the  present  case  the  claim  arises  not  ex  contractu 
but  ex  delicto;  the  principle,  therefore,  which  governed 
the  case  of  Palmer  v.  Blackburn  does  not  apply.  In 
estimating  the  amount  of  the  compensation  to  be  paid 
for  the  detention  of  the  vessel,  I  conceive  that  the  same 
principle  must  be  adopted  as  I  have  applied  in  the  case 
of  the  deduction  of  the  one-third,  viz.  the  prkidple 
of  putting  the  suffering  party  as  nearly  as  possible  in 
the  same  situation  in  which  he  would  have  been  if  no 
collision  had  taken  place.  Deducting,  therefore,  from 
the  gross  freight  so  much  as  would  in  ordinary  cases 
be  disbursed  on  account  of  expenses  in  the  earning 
of  the  freight,  I  shall  refer  back  this  item  to  the  re- 
gistrar and  merchants  for  their  further  consideration 
and  correction.  With  respect  to  the  remaining  items 
which  have  been  brought  under  the  notice  of  the 
Court,  they  are  comparatively  far  less  important,  and 
the  Court  is  not  in  possession  of  sufficient  evidence  to 
form  any  j  udgment  respecting  them.  The  item  No.  6 
is  a  claim  for  the  sum  of  £6 :  lAs.  for  stationery,  post- 
age, grocery,  bread,  flour  and  tarpaulins.  This  item  has 
been  disallowed  by  the  registrar  and  merchants,  as  I 
understand,  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient proof  of  the  loss,  and  that  some  of  the  articles 
were  bought  after  the  time  when  the  repairs  were  com- 
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If  this  be  so,  the  registrar  and  merchants 
have  properly  rejected  the  claim  upon  this  ground. 
The  affidavit  in  support  of  the  claim  is  not  sufficiently 
specific  to  justify  the  Court  in  disturbing  this  part  of 
the  report.  If  the  affidavit  had  been  more  specific, 
the  Court  might  have  been  inclined  to  reconsider  the 
objection ;  but  as  the  onus  is  upon  the  party  objecting 
to  show  that  his  exceptions  are  well  founded,  if  he 
Guls  to  furnish  sufficient  grounds  to  establish  his  ob- 
jection, I  must  of  necessity  sustain  this  item  in  the 
report  as  it  stands.  The  item  No.  10  is  open  to  the 
«me  observation ;  it  includes  a  claim  for  £7  for  three 
cwt  of  beef,  and  in  the  affidavit  it  is  simply  sworn  to 
in  the  same  manner,  and  without  stating  how,  when 
Mid  where  the  money  was  expended.  It  is  impos- 
rible  for  the  Court  to  take  notice  of  a  claim  so  barely 
supported,  because  it  is  nothing  simply  to  aver  that 
the  expense  has  been  incurred.  The  question  is  whe- 
ther it  was  properly  incurred,  and  whether  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  charged  is  liable  for  the  payment. 
Another  item  is  to  the  following  effect: — Owner's 
expenses  to  London,  Norwich,  &c.,  £15.  From  this 
sum  the  registrar  and  merchants  have  deducted  the 
sum  of  £5. 

In  the  absence  of  any  voucher  for  the  actual  ex- 
penditure of  the  sum  so  charged,  and  of  any  explicit 
*itement  that  it  was  proper  and  necessary  to  be  in- 
curred, I  certainly  am  not  disposed  to  interfere  with 
the  deduction  which  has  been  made  by  the  registrar 
^i  merchants.  The  registrar  and  merchants,  I  con- 
■*ive,  have  founded  their  deduction  upon  the  consi- 
leiation  of  what  appeared  to  them  a  just  and  proper 
^  to  be  allowed  for  the  execution  of  those  measures 
^hich  were  imposed  upon  the  owner  in  order  to  obtain 
I  proper  settlement  of  his  case ;  and  I  must  say,  that 
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as  far  as  I  am  enabled  to  fprm  any  opinion  upon  the 
question,  the  sum  of  £10  does  appear  to  me  to  be  a 
liberal  and  sufficient  allowance. 

With  respect  to  the  remaining  items  in  the  registrar's 
report,  which  have  been  commented  upon  in  the  ail- 
ment at  the  bar,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  advert 
to  them  more  specifically  in  detail  upon  die  present 
occasion.  The  objection  which  has  been  raised  against 
them  is  not  very  important,  and  as  it  is  my  intaiticm 
to  refer  the  report  back  to  be  generally  reviewed  byi 
the  r^strar  and  merchants,  they  will  have  the  op- 
portunity of  reconsidering  them,  and  of  regulatii^ 
them  according  to  the  doctrines  which  I  have  owiea- 
voured  to  lay  dovni,  if  it  should  happen  that  an  erro- 
neous principle  has  been  applied. 


26th  ApriL 

Where  an  aU 
tachment  from 
the  Court  of 
Admiralty, 
backed  b?  the 
Lord  Ordinary's 
concarreoce, 
had  been  exe- 
cuted upon  a 
peraoD  resident 
m  Scotland,  and 
the  person  so 
attached  had 
been  brought  to 
England  and 
committed  to 
the  Queen's 
Bench  prison, 
the  Court  di- 
rected a  super- 
sedeas and  the 
f»arty  to  be  re- 
eased,  upon  the 
erouod  that  the 
Lord  Ordinary 
of  Scotland  had 


THE  MATHESIS.    Alexander  Gordon. 

Motion. 

TN  this  case  the  vessel  the  Mathesis  was  originally 
arrested  in  a  cause  of  interest  at  the  suit  of  a  part- 
owner  of  thirty  sixty-fourth  parts,  until  bail  should 
be  given  to  answer  the  safe  return  of  the  ship  to  the 
port  of  Aberdeen,  to  which  she  belonged.  Whilst 
under  the  custody  of  the  Court  she  was  forcibly  taken 
out  of  the  possession  of  the  Court's  officer  and  carried 
to  sea  at  the  instigation  of  A.  Gk)rdon  (also  a  part- 
owner  of  the  remaining  thirty-four  sixty-fourth  shareSf 
against  whom  a  warrant  of  attachment  was  decreed 
for  contempt  of  Court  in  so  doing.  The  said  J.  0., 
it  appeared,  was  resident  in  Scotland  at  the  time  the 
attachment  was  issued,  and  the  warrant  of  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  having  been  backed  by  the  concurrence 
of  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  Scotland,  J.  G.  was  arrested 
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rhead,  in  Scotland,  and  brought  back  to  Eng-        i844. 
irhen  a  second  attachment  was  served  upon        *    '"* 


id  he  was  committed  to  the  Queen's  Bench     maTSLh. 
Subsequent  to  the  arrest  of  said  J.  G.  pro-  «uiMequeniiy 
:s  were  instituted  on  his  behalf  before  the  Court  canence  u  u- 
on  in  Scotland,  and  the  Lord  Ordinary  having  jp^nted^^Ikaio 
ounsel  on  his  behalf,  and  also  on  behalf  of  the  p«^°?»»  «^  p*' 

iDcunam* 

t  whose  suit  the  attachment  in  this  Court  had 
iken  out  and  executed,  revoked  his  original 
•ence  to  the  service  of  the  attachment  and  di- 
;he  immediate  liberation  of  the  prisoner. 
3r  these  circumstances  the  Court  was  now 
to  supersede  its  warrant  of  attachment  and 
he  liberation  of  J.  G.,  in  conformity  with  the 
e  pronounced  in  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  Scot- 
lecree. 

motion  was  supported  by  Addams,  on  behalf 
J.  Gordon. 

opposed  by  Phillimorej  A.  A. 

DOMENT. — Dr.  Lushington. 
g  circumstances  of  the  case  had  allowed  me  the 
mity,  I  should  have  deferred  to  deliver  my 
jnt  for  the  purpose  of  considering  the  argu- 
vhich  have  been  addressed  to  the  Court  upon 
sent  occasion.  When,  however,  I  recollect 
i  liberty  of  a  British  subject  is  involved  in  the 
1  in  issue,  I  deem  it  my  duty  to  declare  my 
at  once,  without  taking  time  for  further  de- 
)n.  It  appears  that  the  vessel  the  Mathesis, 
lying  in  the  port  of  Swansea,  was  arrested 
he  process  of  this  Court  in  a  cause  of  giving 
ore  she  proceeded  to  sea.  At  the  time  of  the 
:herefore,  she  was  clearly  within  the  jurisdic- 
x2 
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•8*«« .      tion  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  no  ques- 

2otA  Aftrtli 


tion  was  raised  as  to  the  issuing  of  the  warrant  or  the 
M^lrattit.  detention  of  the  vessel  in  the  custody  of  the  Court 
It  further  appears,  that  whilst  so  in  custody  of  th( 
Court,  Mr.  James  Gordon,  the  party  on  whose  behal 
the  present  application  has  been  made,  took  posses 
sion  of  the  vessel  and  removed  her  from  the  keepin| 
of  the  officer  of  the  Court,  and  in  so^  doing  he  wa 
manifestly  guilty  of  a  great  and  grievous  offence,  am 
one  which  rendered  him  amenable  to  the  attachmen 
of  the  Court.  What  might  be  the  effect  of  sud 
conduct,  unless  the  Court  possessed  the  authority  c 
so  attaching  the  party  committing  such  an  offence 
In  a  case  of  bottomry,  for  example,  where  the  veaee 
and  her  appurtenances  form  the  primary  security  c 
the  bottomry  bondholder,  and  the  arrest  of  the  veaee 
is  in  this  Court,  the  only  mode  of  enforcing  the  pay 
ment  of  the  bond,  if  the  conduct  pursued  by  Mr.  Goi 
don  could  be  pursued  with  impunity,  the  jurisdictio] 
of  the  Court  might  be  set  at  defiance  and  the  attain 
ment  of  justice  be  entirely  defeated.  The  same  ob 
servation  would  apply  with  respect  to  cases  of  posses 
sion  and  also  to  cases  of  salvs^.  I  am  therefor 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Gordoi 
was  such  as  imperatively  demanded  the  prompt  in 
terference  of  the  Court ;  and  when  that  conduct  wa 
duly  brought  under  the  Court's  notice  and  verifiei 
by  affidavit,  the  Court  felt  no  hesitation  in  immc 
diately  directing  the  attachment  to  issue  in  the  ex^ 
cise  of  its  ordinary  jurisdiction.  It  is  unnecessary  ft 
me  here  to  attempt  to  define  what  are  the  limits  c 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  questions  of  this  de 
scription.  The  reported  decisions  of  the  Court  shot 
that  attachments  have  been  sent  to  be  executed  n 
various  quarters  of  the  globe,  and  I  apprehend  tha 
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there  is  no  limitation  whatever  as  to  the  place  in  i844. 
which  they  may  be  served,  provided  they  be  served  '  ^"^ ' 
with  the  concurrence  and  according  to  the  law  of  the 
country  in  which  it  is  attempted  to  put  them  in  force. 
If  a  warrant  of  attachment  issued  from  this  Court  was 
served  in  France,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  autho- 
rities of  that  country,  and  the  party  against  whom 
the  warrant  was  issued  was  legally  brought  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  I  should  have  no  hesitation 
in  signing  his  commitment.  In  the  present  case  the 
Court  does  not  claim,  and  could  not  claim,  any  ad- 
miralty jurisdiction  within  the  kingdom  of  Scotland. 
By  a  recent  statute,  1st  of  Will.  4,  c.  69,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  Scotland  has 
been  transferred  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  that  king- 
dom, but  in  no  respect  has  it  been  tranferred  to  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England.  It  is  there- 
fore $ri>undantly  clear  that  the  attachment  in  question 
in  this  case  could  not  have  been  legally  served  in 
Scotland,  save  with  the  concurrence  and  through  the 
authority  of  those  who  are  legally  authorized  to  exer- 
cise that  authority  in  Scotland.  The  first  question 
then  which  I  must  consider  in  the  present  instance  is, 
what  concurrence  has  been  given— what  concurrence 
has  been  withdrawn  by  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land, and  if  an  appeal  from  that  Court  is  pending, 
W  far  that  circumstance  ought  to  influence  my 
I^esent  judgment. 

Now  the  proceedings  of  the  Courts  in  Scotland  in 
Jrference  to  this  matter,  as  they  are  disclosed  in  the 
authentic  papers  before  the  Court,  appear  to  have  been 
tiiese:  Mr.  Gordon  being  resident  in  Scotland,  the 
attachment  issued  by  the  direction  of  this  Court  was 
laid  before  the  Lord  Ordinary  Robertson,  and  he^ 
gave  his  immediate  concurrence  to  the  execution  of 
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1844.  that  attachment,  thereby  adding  the  sanction  of  th( 
^^'  Court  in  Scotland  to  the  authority  of  the  Court  ol 
Admiralty  in  England,  which,  without  such  sanction, 
would,  as  I  have  already  stated,  in  Scotland  havebe^ 
of  no  effect.  By  virtue  of  this  concurrence  Mr.  Gor- 
don was  without  loss  of  time  arrested  at  Peterhead 
and  conveyed  to  this  country ;  and  subsequent  to  hi 
arrest,  a  note  of  suspension,  as  it  is  termed,  was  ad- 
dressed on  his  behalf  to  the  Lords  of  Council  aiic 
Session,  complaining  of  the  illegality  of  the  arrest 
and  praying  an  interdict  and  order  for  his  liberaticm 
Upon  the  3d  of  June  the  question  was  argued  befoit 
the  Lord  Ordinary,  and  it  appears  that  the  Lord  Or 
dinary,  upon  consideration  of  the  facts  of  the  case  a 
stated,  made  his  decree  in  these  words : — "  The  Lon 
Ordinary,  having  heard  counsel  for  the  suspender  an< 
also  counsel  for  the  respondent  Alexander  Morice,fo 
whom  appearance  was  made,  and  having  also  consi 
dered  the  note  of  suspension  and  liberation,  togethe 
with  a  copy  of  the  application  by  the  respondeat 
stated  to  have  been  maide  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  oi 
the  bills  on  the  27th  day  of  May  last,  and  on  whid 
a  concurrence  was,  as  a  matter  of  form,  subscribe! 
by  the  Lord  Ordinary  on  the  28th  day  of  May,  with 
out  the  matter  having  in  any  way  been  brought  undc 
the  consideration  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  or  his  atteo 
tion  called  to  the  same,  in  respect  that  there  is  ni 
ground  or  law  set  forth  in  the  said  copy  of  the  peti 
tion  which  would  have  induced  the  Lord  Ordinary  tc 
have  granted  the  same  concurrence  if  he  had  beeo 
aware  of  the  grounds  on  which  the  said  application 
was  made,  and  that  the  same  was  granted  periculc 
petentis  et  per  incuriam ;  and  also  in  respect  of  the 
nature  of  the  English  warrant  sought  to  be  carried 
into  execution,  and  of  the  nature  of  the  execution 
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demanded  thereon,  passes  the  note  without  caution     ^A^^\, 

A        1        •  1.         1.         26th  April. 

or  consignation,  grants  warrant  for  the  immediate  h-  

beration  of  the  complainant  as  craved,  and  continues     MathLis. 
the  interdict." 

It  does  not  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  documents 
before  the  Court  what  was  the  nature  of  the  repre- 
sentation which  was  made  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  on 
behalf  of  Mr.  Morice,  the  party  who  had  originally 
«ued  out  the  attachment.  Whatever  it  might  have 
been,  the  effect  of  the  decree,  it  is  obvious,  was  an 
order  for  the  immediate  liberation  of  Mr.  Gordon. 

Under  this  state  of  circumstances  I  have  now  to 
determine  the  course  which  it  is  the  duty  of  this 
Court  to  adopt,  and  in  forming  my  opinion  I  must 
bear  it  in  mind  that  the  Lord  Ordinary  expressly 
states  in  his  decree  that  he  was  altogether  unaware  of 
the  nature  of  the  writ  issued  by  this  Court  at  the  time 
he  gave  his  concurrence  to  its  execution  in  Scotland, 
^d  that  if  he  had  been  apprised  of  its  contents  and 
the  nature  of  the  case,  he  should  not  have  considered 
himself  justified  in  law  in  proceeding  as  he  did ;  this 
he  states  upon  deliberation,  and  after  having  heard 
the  case  argued  upon  both  sides.     Now  when  a  war- 
rant issued  by  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  is  exe- 
cuted in  a  foreign  country  by  the  comity  of  the  law 
rfthat  country,  I  conceive  it  to  be  my  duty,  as  judge 
of  the  Court  from  which  the  warrant  issued,  to  con- 
rider  whether  the  consent  of  the  foreign  authorities  is 
conceded  upon  deliberation,  or  whether,  as  stated  by 
the  Lord  Ordinary  in  this  case,  that  concurrence  is 
obtained  periculo  petentis  et  per  incuriam.     I  also 
farther  from  this  case  apprehend  that  I  should  not  be  at 
Bberty  to  avail  myself  of  that  concurrence  where  the 
sanction  is  given  unadvisedly  or  per  incuriam.     If, 
therefore,  the  case  rested  here,  I  should  be  of  opinion 
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^A^\^'.     that  as  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  Scotland,  in  whidi 

26tk  ApnL  •'  1  i_      • 

country  the  warrant  has  been  executed,  states  that  in 

MAniMfl.  his  judgment  the  attachment  ought  not  to  have  beei 
enforced  in  that  country,  I  should  be  bound  to  paj 
respect  and  deference  to  that  judgment  upon  th< 
present  occasion,  and  this  upon  the  principle  of  jus 
tice  as  well  as  of  public  polity ;  for  how  could  this  o 
any  other  Court  in  this  country  expect  the  aid  and  as 
sistance  of  foreign  jurisdictions  unless  it  paid  defeienc 
to  their  forms  of  proceedings,  and  never  attempted  t 
give  force  to  and  execute  its  warrants,  in  derogatio: 
of  and  contrary  to  the  legal  customs  and  usages  ( 
the  country  in  which  it  is  sought  to  enforce  them. 

It  has  been  urged  upon  the  Court  by  the  counse 
for  Mr.  Morice,  that  the  retraction  of  the  Lord  Ordi 
nary's  concession  cannot  be  considered  as  conclusiii 
in  the  present  instance,  inasmuch  that  an  appeal  h 
been  lodged  against  the  Lord  Ordinary's  decree,  an 
is  at  this  moment  pending  before  the  Inner.  Ck)ur 
before  whom  the  whole  question  will  be  re-argue( 
This  fact  undoubtedly  adds  another  difficulty  in  th 
case ;  and  the  question  arises,  ought  I  for  the  reaso 
suggested  to  detain  this  individual  in  custody  und( 
this  attachment?  I  think  not,  and  for  this  reasoi 
that  this  Court  has  no  means  of  ascertaining  how  Ion 
it  may  be  before  the  question  can  be  re-argued  an 
finally  discussed  and  determined  before  the  judges  ( 
the  Inner  Court ;  and  sure  I  am  that,  unless  I  wi 
perfectly  satisfied  that  the  decision  would  be  given  i 
a  very  short  space  of  time,  I  should  be  most  reluctai 
to  deprive  a  British  subject  of  his  liberty  during  tl 
interval  that  must  intervene. 

Another  suggestion  has  been  urged  on  behalf  < 
Mr.  Morice,  which  remains  to  be  considered  in  cob 
elusion.     It  has  been  said  that,  however  wrongfiiH 
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Mr.  Gordon  may  have  been  arrested  under  the  ori-  ]844. 
ginal  attachment  which  was  served  upon  him  in  Scot-  _??'^_^^ 
land;  yet  that  a  second  attachment  has  been  executed 
upon  him  since  his  arrival  in  this  country,  and  that 
in  virtue  of  that  attachment  he  is  now  legally  in  cus- 
tody and  duly  within  the  control  of  this  Court.  I 
must  confess  that  I  cannot  accede  to  the  force  or  pro- 
priety of  this  suggestion.  If  Mr.  Gordon  has  been 
wrongly  brought  by  the  process  of  the  Court  from  a 
country  where  he  was  legally  secure  from  the  en- 
forcement of  that  process  (it  is  true  with  the  concur- 
rence of  a  judge  of  that  country,  but  a  concurrence 
sinoe  recalled,)  it  would,  I  conceive,  be  contrary  to 
all  principles  of  justice  to  enforce  a  fresh  attachment 
upon  him  upon  the  plea  of  his  being  thus  compulso- 
rily  located  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  at  the 
time  when  the  second  attachment  was  executed  upon 
him.  If  I  were  to  decree  his  release  from  the  former 
attachment,  because  there  was  not  sufficient  authority 
to  back  the  warrant  in  Scotland,  and  allow  him  to  be 
arrested  and  detained  upon  the  second  attachment,  it 
would  be  an  illusory  proceeding  and  a  mockery  of 
justice.  My  opinion  therefore  is,  that  I  must  order 
the  immediate  release  of  Mr.  Gordon,  and  although  I 
may  regret  that  justice  is  thereby  likely  to  be  defeated 
iu  tiie  present  instance,  yet  I  am  the  more  disposed  to 
adopt  this  course,  upon  the  consideration  that  if  this 
Court  should  err  in  liberating  the  prisoner,  and  the 
Inner  Court  in  Scotland  should  reverse  the  interlocu- 
tory decree  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  it  will  be  competent 
to  the  Court  immediately  to  re-execute  the  attachment, 
^d  he  will  be  brought  to  this  country  and  recom- 
initted  with  safety  to  all  parties.  It  is  in  my  opinion 
Dauch  better  that  some  additional  inconvenience  and 
expense  should  be  incurred,  than  that  Mr.   Gordon 
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1844.       should  be  detained  until  the  appeal  has  been  heBid 

—  -     ^ '-    and  it  should  turn  out  that  the  interlocutory  dem 

Matbbsis.     of  the  Lord  Ordinary  is  affirmed,  and  that  he  ha 

consequently  been   unjustly  and  ill^ally  detained 

Upon  this  consideration,  therefore,  I  shall  direct  tb 

prisoner  to  be  liberated. 


THE  GRACES. 

33i2  May. 

Defence  ia  a     HPHIS  was  a  causc  of  salvagc  under  the  circum 
thi\?he«ivo«'  Stances  fully  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  th 

undertook  to        Court. 
perfonn  the  al- 
leged service  for  -»    -n       /•      i    o        t 

a  stiimiated  re-       Addams  and  Bavfordj  for  the  salvors. 

ward,  orerraled, 

the^u'SiUdes      Qucen's  Advocate  and  Nichollj  for  the  owners. 

of  the  case; 

IJSmm'Jro^^  Judgment.— 2>r.  Lushington. 

of  port  for  the  There  are  two  points  in  this  case  to  which  the  al 
of  rendering  tcutiou  of  the  Court  must  be  especially  directed ;  tii 
vSeiir^pre-  first  is*  whether  any  valid  and  binding  agreements 
d&rtSw*tte time  ^^^red  iuto  between  these  parties ;  and  seoondl; 
andeipenae in-  assumiug  that  uo  such  agreement  existed,  whethi 
ing  the  vessel  the  tender  of  £3,  which  has  been  offered,  is  an  ad* 
bto thecal^-  quate  remuneration  for  the  services  which  have  be( 
the°a^ttntl7  rendered.  In  order  to  ascertain  these  points,  it  is  n 
the  salvage  re-  ccssary  that  I  should  briefly  examine  some  of  the  fee 
of  the  case  which  have  been  discussed  upon  the  jwr 
sent  occasion. 

The  vessel,  it  appears,  is  of  197  tons  burthen,  ai 
was  bound  in  ballast  from  London  to  the  port  of  Se 
ham.  Upon  the  5th  of  December,  having  reaclw 
the  coast  of  Yorkshire,  she  met  with  an  acddei 
whereby  she  lost  part  of  her  foremast.  Having  reiiK 
died  this  accident  as  far  as  it  was  in  her  power,  d 
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made  an  attempt,  not  to  reach  Seaham,  her  port  of     ^sIm' 
destination,  but  Shields,  where  her  owners  resided,  — - — -— 

Tbb 

and  where  she  intended  to  refit,  and  finding  it  im-      Gracu. 

posfiible  to  reach  Shields  upon  tJie  tack  she  was  then 

sailmg,  she  wore  round  and  sailed  for  the  south  until 

she  reached  Huntclifie  Foot,  where  she  cast  anchor, 

and  according  to  her  own  account  in  such  a  position 

that  a  signal  for  assistance  might  be  seen  from  the 

shore. 

Whilst  lying  in  this  position  she  was  observed  by 
a  pflot  of  lie  name  of  Fox,  and  he,  as  he  states,  ap- 
prehending that  she  was  in  a  state  of  distress,  and 
perceiving  a  signal  for  assistance  hoisted,  determined 
to  proceed  across  the  country  to  Middlesborough,  a 
distance  of  eight  miles,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  in- 
ibnnation  to  the  steamers  there,  in  order  that  they 
might  go  out  and  perform  the  service,  whatever  it 
was  which  the  signal  was  intended  to  indicate.  It 
appears  that  the  signal  was  hoisted  as  early  as  eight 
o'clock  in  the  morning,  and  that  no  steamer  came  out 
until  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon.  The  distance  is 
represented  as  being,  and  there  is  no  controversy  upon 
4e  point,  eighteen  miles.  If  this  vessel  then  was 
lying  as  described  by  herself,  in  such  a  position  that 
8ny  signal  hoisted  by  her  would  be  descried  by  the 
rteam  vessels  in  the  river  Tees,  I  am  unable  to  dis- 
cover any  satisfactory  reason  why  some  vessel  did  not 
>b8erve  that  signal,  if  wind  and  weather  were  ordi- 
narily moderate  and  fair,  and  proceed  to  render  the 
asistance  at  a  much  earlier  period  than  any  attempt 
>  do  so  was  made  in  the  present  instance.  Whatever 
lay  be  the  reason,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  no  vessel 
id  proceed  to  render  assistance  until  the  Pilot,  a 
earner  of  sixty-horse  power,  in  consequence  of  the 
itimation  received  from  Fox,  and  not  of  perceiving 
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1844.       any  signal,  leaves  the  port  of  Middlesborough  and 

ibOA  infljf r 


proceeds  to  the  Graces,  lying  at  Huntcli£fe  Foot 
GBrcEs.  Now  what  is  the  state  and  condition  of  the  vessel  ai 
this  time  ?  It  is  admitted  that  she  had  lost  a  part  o 
her  foremast,  and  it  is  represented  on  the  part  of  th< 
salvors  that  she  was  in  consequence  thereof  in  a  d» 
abled  state.  On  the  part  of  the  owners,  on  the  othei 
hand,  it  is  alleged,  tiiat  although  damaged  by  tlu 
accident  she  had  met  with,  she  was  in  no  degree  dis- 
abled, and  that  she  was  capable  of  navigating  to  an} 
port  for  which  the  wind  was  favourable,  and  to  yfhd 
she  might  have  got  with  facility.  In  my  view  of  di( 
case  I  apprehend  that  the  condition  of  the  vessel  if 
not  properly  to  be  described  as  disabled,  or  as  in  t 
state  of  immediate  danger  in  consequence  of  the  acci- 
dent in  question.  At  the  same  time  I  conceive  that, 
supposing  the  ordinary  contingencies  occurred  of  a 
change  of  wind  and  weather,  contingencies  not  un- 
likely to  occur  at  the  season  of  the  year  when  tliit 
transaction  took  place,  the  vessel  would,  in  case  oi 
foul  weather,  have  been  exposed  to  greater  risk  and 
danger  than  if  the  accident  had  never  happened,  and 
therefore  she  is  not  to  be  considered  in  the  light  of  a 
vessel  which  had  met  with  no  misfortune.  I  nof 
come  to  the  conversation  which  is  represented  to  have 
been  held  upon  the  Pilot  steamboat  arriving  alongside 
the  schooner,  and  I  must  examine  the  effect  of  this 
conversation,  which  has  been  contended  to  constitute 
an  agreement  between  the  parties. 

Now  I  entirely  accede  to  the  position  laid  down  by 
one  of  the  learned  counsel  who  have  addressed  the 
Court,  viz.,  that  if  a  conversation  takes  place  between 
two  parties,  and  in  pursuance  of  that  conversation  an 
act  is  done  which  is  in  fact  the  commencement  of  ^ 
transaction,  where  the  evidence  establishes  the  point, 
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the  Court  must  assume  the  existence  of  an  agreement,        ^844. 

and  the  party  is  not  at  liberty  to  recede  from  the ^^ 

effects  of  such  agreement.  For  example,  assuming  in  GBrcL. 
the  present  instance  that  it  had  been  stated  by  the 
master  of  this  vessel,  as  represented  by  himself,  that 
he  would  give  £3  to  the  crew  of  the  steamer  to  take 
him  to  Hartlepool,  and  the  master  of  the  steamer  had 
said,  "give  me  a  rope,"  and  had  immediately  pro- 
ceeded to  perform  the  service,  I  think  under  these 
circumstances  a  binding  contract  must  be  held  to 
have  been  entered  into.  As  regards  the  present  case 
I  need  scarcely  observe,  that  the  proof  of  the  alleged 
agreement  which  has  been  set  up  rests  with  .the  party 
who  has  set  it  up ;  and  that  this  proof  must  be  clear 
and  satisfieu^tpry,  in  order  to  induce  the  Court  to  de- 
part firom  the  ordinary  principles  of  adjudication,  • 
and  introduce  the  agreement  instead.  How  then  do 
these  proofs  confirm  the  agreement  in  question  ?  The 
direct  evidence  of  the  agreement  consists  in  the  testi- 
mony of  no  less  than  seven  of  the  crew  of  the  Graces, 
who  speak  uno  ore  to  a  very  detailed  communication, 
which  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  repeat.  I  should 
be  extremely  reluctant  to  attribute  to  parties  so  de- 
posing an  entire  invention  of  facts  which  have  no 
foundation  whatever ;  at  the  same  time  I  must  con- 
fess that  my  conviction  of  what  is  stated  to  have  oc- 
curred is  not  strengthened  very  much  by  the  feet  of 
seven  people  swearing  in  detail  to  a  conversation  of 
4is  description.  I  must  say  that  when  I  see  all  the 
persons  on  board  a  vessel,  whether  they  had  an  op- 
portunity of  hearing  it  or  not,  having  memories  so 
^ceedingly  accurate  as  to  depose  in  the  same  terms 
to  a  conversation  of  this  extent,  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  the  very  accuracy  of  their  memories  should 
^duce  me  to  entertain  some  doubt  upon  the  question. 
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ia44.  But  even  giving  to  the  master  of  the  Graoes  the 

_J^!!Jt!tL^.  cxedit  of  speaking  the  truth,  viz.  that  the  convena- 
GiuoL.  tio^  to  wUeh  I  have  alluded  actually  did  take  jdaoe, 
in  order  to  make  tlie  alleged  agreement  a  valid  con- 
tract binding  upon  the  asserted  aalvors,  something 
more  must  be  done ;  it  must  be  proved  that  the  flufitar 
of  the  steamer  actually  heard  that  conversation;  he 
might  have  heard  a  part  of  the  conversation  and  not 
the  whole.  Looking  to  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  I 
find  in  the  act  on  petition  a  direct  contradiction  that 
any  such  contract  was  entered  into ;  and  in  the  affi- 
davits I  find  a  general  denial  of  agreement  It  is  to 
be  observed,  however,  that  these  do  not  in  exprea 
terms  avouch  that  no  such  conversation  took  place; 
they  contain  only  a  general  disavowal  instead  of  a 
specific  denial  of  the  fiacts.  This  circumstance,  I 
must  confess,  did  primd  fecie  create  some  suspicion  in 
my  mind.  I  do  not,  however,  think  that  I  should  be 
justified  to  go  the  length  of  saying  that  when  the 
master  of  the  steamer  swears  that  no  such  agreement 
took  place,  he  meant  to  swear  merely  to  the  eflfect  of 
the  conversation,  admitting  the  conversation  actually 
to  have  taken  place,  and  not  denying  it.  It  is  un- 
questionably a  most  inconvenient  mode  of  framing  an 
afiidavit,  but  it  would  fix  upon  him,  in  my  opinion, 
the  imputation  of  perjury  of  the  worst  description  if 
I  imputed  to  him  that  the  whole  of  the  alleged  con- 
versation took  place,  and  that  he  intended  in  his  affi- 
davit to  negative  it  in  effect  although  not  in  words. 

Under  this  state  of  circumstances  I  must  in  some 
degree  be  governed  by  the  probabilities  of  the  case; 
and  looking  to  the  facts  which  are  before  me,  I  must 
say  that  in  my  judgment  it  is  highly  improbable  that 
the  master  of  this  steamer  of  sixty  horse  power  having 
come  a  distance  of  eight  miles  for  the  purpose  of 


Thb 
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rendermg  assistaiice  to  a  vessel  represented  to  be  in  i844. 
distress,  would  have  accepted  of  a  proposal  to  convey  —^•^'^: 
that  vessel,  at  this  season  of  the  year  (under  every 
contingency  of  wind  and  weather),  a  distance  of  ten 
or  eleven  miles  for  the  sum  of  £3.  I  am  the  more 
confirmed  in  my  opinion  that  there  was  no  such  bind- 
ing agreement  between  the  parties  when  I  look  a  little 
farther  into  the  res  gestae  of  the  case,  and  consider 
the  conduct  of  the  master  of  the  Graces  as  disclosed 
in  the  proceedings  before  the  Court.  I  find  it  stated 
in  the  course  of  the  act  on  petition,  as  a  cause  of  com- 
plaint against  the  alleged  salvors,  that^  the  master  of 
the  steamer,  having  entered  into  the  alleged  agree- 
ment to  tow.  the  Graces  for  £3  to  Hartlepool,  instead 
of  fulfilling^,  his  engagement  towed  her  into  the  Tees, 
and  there  anchored ;  and  this,  it  is  said,  was  done 
against  the  remonstrance  of  the  master  of  the  Graces. 
If  this  had  occurred,  and  there  had  been  any  such 
agreement,  what  would  have  been  the  natural  con- 
duct of  the  master  of  the  Graces  ?  Would  he  not 
have  remonstrated  at  once,  and  declined  the  payment 
of  the  £3  as  forfeited  by  the  non-fulfilment  of  the 
contract?  But  what  follows?  Why,  so. far  from 
discovering  that  any  such  remonstrance  was  made,  I 
&m1  in  the  pleadings  before  me  that  a  new  and  spe- 
^  arrangement  was  endeavoured  to  be  made  be- 
tween the  parties  to  carry  the  vessel  to  Shields,  and 
that  the  arrangement  was  broken  off  in  consequence 
of  some  disagreement  existing  between  them  as  to 
the  terms  of  the  remuneration.  Is  this  circumstance 
OQnsistent  with  the  statement  that  is  set  out  by  the 
owners  of  this  vessel  as  a  defence  to  the  salvors'  claim 
^the  present  instance  ?  I  conceive  not,  and  I  there- 
fore feel  myself  bound  to  assume  that  no  such  agree- 
'l^t  was  entered  into.     In  so  concluding,  I  do  not 
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1844.  attribute  to  any  of  the  parties  in  the  suit  anything 
^^^'^*  in  the  nature  of  perjury.  The  discrepancy  in  the 
gITou.  respective  statements  may,  I  think,  be  otherwise  suffi- 
ciently accounted  for  upon  the  supposition  that  from 
the  noise  of  the  sea  and  the  distance  at  which  the  two 
vessels  were  from  each  other,  the  conversation  was 
not  heard  by  the  persons  on  board  the  steamer.  The 
question,  then,  which  remains  to  be  determined  is  a 
very  simple  one,  and  will  require  but  very  little  con- 
sideration, viz.  is  the  sum  of  £3,  which  has  been  ten- 
dered, a  sufficient  remuneration  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  ?  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it 
is  not.  It  has  been  argued  that  I  am  not  to  take  mto 
consideration  that  the  steamer  came  in  the  first  in- 
stance from  Middlesborough,  but  must  confine  the 
service  to  the  tow8^  from  Huntclifie  Foot  to  the  riw 
Tees.  I  am  not  disposed  to  admit  of  any  such  re- 
striction upon  the  claim  of  the  asserted  salvors. 

Where  a  steamer  is  plying  in  the  Thames  or  else- 
where for  an  engagement,  undoubtedly  she  can  have 
no  pretence  for  charging  upon  a  vessel  which  she 
takes  under  her  care  the  expenses  incurred  during 
the  time  she  was  so  plying ;  but  where  a  vessel  comes 
out  in  consequence  of  a  signal  to  render  assistance  to 
a  ship  represented  to  be  in  distress,  it  appears  to  me 
to  be  contrary  to  all  the  principles  that  have  hereto- 
fore governed  the  proceedings  in  these  cases  that  the 
time  and  expense  in  going  out  to  the  vessel  so  si- 
tuated should  be  left  out  of  the  calculation.  It  is,  I 
apprehend,  a  universal  maxim,  that  where  parties  do 
so  go  out  to  render  assistance  to  vessels  in  greater  or 
less  distress,  that  this  circumstance  is  always  con- 
sidered as  forming  an  ingredient  in  the  amount  of  the 
remuneration  that  they  are  to  receive. 

Upon  the  whole  view  of  the  case  I  am  of  opinion 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  301 

that  the  tender  that  has  been  made  is  clearly  insuf-      o^^^t' 

Meat    The  service  in  question  was  performed,  the 

weather  continuing  as  it  was,  with  no  risk  and  with      GaAcu. 

great  fecility,  it  is  therefore  a  service  to  be  paid  at  no 

very  high  rate.     I  have  no  hesitation,  however,  in 

saymg  that  I  must  consider  it  as  a  towage  for  thirty 

miles,  and  not  for  eleven  as  suggested ;  and  I  shall 

awaid  the  sum  of  £15,  and  of  course  with  the  costs. 

I  cannot,  however,  conclude  my  observations  without 

saying  one  word  upon  the  sum  at  which  the  action 

was  entered.     The  action  has  been  entered  in  the 

sum  of  £350.     This  amount,  under  the  circumstances 

of  the  case,  does  appear  to  me  somewhat  vexatious ; 

Bnd  I  take  this  opportunity  of  expressing  the  hope 

that  in  future  questions  of  this  description  more  care 

will  be  taken  to  apportion  the  demand  to  something 

like  that  which  justice  may  require. 


THE  LORD  AUCKLAND.  ^May. 


JN  this  case  an  action  was  originally  entered  against  a  monidoD  ex- 
the  ship  and  her  freieht  in  a  cause  of  bottomry,  boadhoi/er 


freight  in  a  cause  of  bottomry. 
The  bond  was  not  opposed,  and  the  Court,  by  judg-  x^D.i^ibei 
ment  in  de&ult,   pronounced   for  its  validity,   and  ^*J7nJ^vv*At 
decreed  monitions  against  L  D.  P.  the  secretary  of  the  India  Dock 
East  and  West  India  Dock  Company,  and  Sir  J.  H.  briSJ^n  Mrub 
secretary  of  the  Saint  Katherine  Dock  Company,  to  f„Tu  h.ol^y 
^rinjr  in  the  amount  of  freight  which  had  been  re-  the  consignee! 

.  ^  ^  ,  ,       of  the  cargo  on 

CQved  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  said  dock  companies  account  of 
^pon  such  parts  of  the  cargo  of  the  said  ship  as  had  'ifo^P-hafing 
keen  released  and  delivered  to  the  consignees  thereof.  Ee*a?don*hu 
An  appearance  was  snven  to  the  monition  on  be-  p«t»tion  as  to 

lw.li»    <•    T  1       -n  1  ITT         r     1'     T\      1     the  construction 

*'^  of  the  secretary  to  the  East  and  West  India  Dock  of  the  statute 
Company,  who  prayed  to  be  heard  on  his  petition;  c.sv^Tir/* 
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1844. 
23d  May. 


Tbb  Lord 
Auckland. 

upon  the  po- 
tion being  tub- 
leqooDtly  aban- 
doned, and  the 
freight  brousbt 
in.I.D.P.  dis- 
miiaed,  but 
without  costs, 
the  question 
being  prims 
impresiionis. 


and  an  act  was  brought  in,  setting  it  forth  to  the  fol- 
lowing effect : 

"  That  certain  goods,  forming  part  of  the  caigo 
laden  on  board  the  Lord  Auckland,  and  subject  to 
certain  claims  for  freight,  were,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  act  of  parliament  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  57,  s.  47  (fl), 

(a)  **  And  be  it  further  enacted,  that  all  goods  or  merchandiie 
which  shall  be  landed  in  docks  and  lodged  in  the  custody  of  the 
proprietors  of  the  said  docks  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  not 
being  seized  as  goods  forfeited  to  his  majesty,  shall,  when  m 
landed,  continue  and  be  subject  or  liable  to  such  and  the  mm 
claim  for  freight  in  favour  of  the  master  and  owner  or  owners  ol 
the  respective  ships  or  vessels,  or  of  any  other  person  or  pertoos 
interested  in  the  freight  of  the  same,  from  or  out  of  which  such 
goods  or  merchandize  shall  be  so  landed,  as  such  goods,  wares  or 
merchandize  respectively  were  subject  and  liable  to  wbibt  tk 
same  were  on  board  such  ships  or  vessels,  and  before  the  landng 
thereof;  and  the  directors  and  proprietors  of  any  such  docb al 
or  in  which  any  such  goods  or  merchandize  may  be  landed  and 
lodged  as  aforesaid,  or  their  servants  or  agents,  or  any  of  tbenii 
shall  and  may,  and  they  are  hereby  authorized,  empowered  and 
required,  upon  due  notice  in  that  behalf  given  to  them  by  sadi 
master  or  masters,  owner  or  owners,  or  other  persons  as  aforesaid, 
to  detain  and  keep  such  goods  and  merchandize,  not  being  seiied 
as  forfeited  to  his  majesty,  in  the  warehouses  belonging  to  the  saU 
docks  as  aforesaid,  until  the  respective  freights  to  which  the  ttiDC 
shall  be  subject  and  liable  as  aforesaid  shall  be  duly  paid  or  sadS' 
fied,  together  with  the  rates  and  charges  to  which  the  same  shall 
have  been  subject  and  liable,  or  until  a  deposit  shall  have  been 
made  by  the  owner  or  owners  or  consignee  or  consignees  of  indi 
goods  and  merchandize,  equal  in  amount  to  the  claims  or  demandi 
made  by  the  master,  owner  or  owners  of  the  respective  ships  oi 
vessels,  or  other  persons  as  aforesaid,  for  or  on  account  of  freight 
upon  such  goods  or  merchandize  ;  which  deposit  the  said  directon 
or  proprietors  of  such  docks,  or  their  agents  respectively,  arc 
hereby  authorized  and  directed  to  receive  and  hold  in  trust  onul 
the  claim  or  demand  for  freight  upon  such  goods  shall  have  bees 
satisfied ;  upon  proof  of  which,  and  demand  made  by  the  person 
or  persons,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns  by  whom  the 
said  deposit  shall  have  been  made,  and  the  rates  and  charges  doc 
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deposited  in  the  warehouses  belongmg  to  the  East     oojf  m  ' 

and  West  India  Dock  Company,  and  that  at  the  time  — ^— 

of  guch  deposit  notice  was  given  by  or  on  behalf  of  Auckland. 
the  owners  of  the  said  ship  to  the  said  company  to 
detam  the  said  goods  on  account  of  freight  due  in 
respect  thereof;  and  that  shortly  after  the  said  goods 
had  been  so  deposited,  they  were  demanded  by,  and 
were  by  the  said  dock  company  delivered  to,  the  re- 
spective consignees  thereof,  upon  deposit  being  made 
by  the  said  consignees  with  the  said  company  in  pur- 
suance of  the  said  act  of  parliament,  of  sums  equal 
in  amount  to  the  claims  or  demands  made  by  the 
owners  of  the  said  ship  for  or  on  account  of  freight 
upon  such  goods  respectively,  such  deposits  amount- 
ing together  to  the  sum  of  £318: 11^.  Ud.  That 
the  said  deposits  were  paid  to  the  said  dock  com- 
pany, and  received  by  them  in  pursuance  of  the  act 
as  aforesaid.  That  the  claim  for  freight  upon  such 
goods  has  not  been  satisfied,  and  the  consignees  of 
the  said  goods  refuse  to  consent  to  the  said  deposits 
being  paid  to  the  owner  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel. 
That  the  said  deposits  cannot  be  considered  as  the 
leight  due  for  the  transportation  of  the  cargo  laden 
on  board  the  said  ship,  or  be  dealt  with  as  in  any 
•^ay  the  property  of  or  belonging  to  the  owner  thereof, 
^  subject  to  his  order  or  disposition,  inasmuch  as  the 
lock  company  frequently  receive  deposits  equal  to 
4e  amount  of  the  sums  claimed  by  the  owner  of  the 
»hip  for  or  on  account  of  freight,  though  there  may 
^  in  fact  less  or  nothing  due  to  the  shipowner,  and 
MMier  no  circumstances  whatever,  save  with  the  con- 

90D  the  said  goods  being  first  paid,  the  said  deposit  shall  be  re- 
Vaed  to  him  or  them  by  the  said  directors  or  proprietors  or  their 
■g^ts  on  their  behalf,  with  whom  the  said  deposit  shall  have 
^  made  as  aforesaid.*' 

y2 
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1844.        sent  of  the  owner  or  consignee  of  the  goods,  whicl 

—     *'^'      has  been  refused  in  the  present  instance,  as  befon 

A  "cilTnd.     alleged,  could  the  company  be  authorized,  entided  oi 

compelled  to  pay  any  portion  of  the  said  deposit  t( 

the  owner  of  the  said  ship,  &c.  &c." 

A  short  answer  was  given  in  to  this  act  on  petition 
simply  alleging  that  the  sum  of  £318  :  11«.  IIJ.  w» 
not  a  deposit  on  account  of  the  freight  as  alleged,  bui 
the  actual  freight  itself,  and  that  as  such,  or  even  as  2 
deposit,  the  said  sum  was  and  is  subject  to  the  juris* 
diction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  whosoever  handi 
it  might  be  found,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  have 
been  brought  into  the  registry  in  pursuance  of  the 
monition  issued  on  that  behalf. 

Subsequent  to  the  act  on  petition  being  given  in, 
the  dock  company  were  authorized  by  the  con- 
signees, who  had  made  the  deposit  in  question  on 
account  of  freight,  to  pay  the  said  deposit  into  the 
registry  of  the  Court.  This,  it  was  alleged  in  a  re* 
joinder,  had  been  done,  and  an  application  was  non 
made  to  the  Court  to  dismiss  the  secretary  of  the  Easl 
and  West  India  Dock  Company,  and  to  decree  hi 
expenses  to  be  paid  by  the  holders  of  the  bottomi] 
bond,  by  whom  the  monition  had  been  extracted. 

In  support  of  the  application,  Jenner  submitted— 
That  the  East  and  West  India  Dock  Company  wen 
only  trustees  for  the  parties  by  whom  the  deposit  had 
been  made,  and  that,  without  their  sanction  and  con* 
sent,  they  had  no  election  or  alternative  than  to  ad 
as  they  had  done  in  the  present  instance ;  that  the 
words  of  the  act  of  parliament  were  imperative  upon 
the  said  dock  company,  and  fully  bore  them  out  in 
the  course  which  they  had  adopted ;  and  that  having 
acted  entirely  in  uniformity  with  the  act  of  parlia- 
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ment,  they  were  entitled  to  be  dismissed  with  the        is^- 

costs,  more  especially  as  the  monition  of  the  Court ^^^— 

had  been  complied  with.  wI^nd, 

AddamSf  in  support  of  the  application,  urged  that 
the  dock  company  were  bound  to  have  obeyed  the 
Court's  monition  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  having 
resisted  the  authority  of  the  Court,  and  having  put 
the  bondholder  to  the  expense  of  the  present  proceed- 
ings, it  was  no  justification  to  say  at  the  last  moment 
that  the  monition  of  the  Court  had  been  obeyed;  that 
notwithstanding  the  asserted  compliance  with  the 
monition,  they  were  bound  to  pay  the  costs. 

Per  Curiam. 

I  have  not  now  to  decide  the  important  question 
which  was  originally  raised  in  the  act  on  petition. 
The  question  is  confined  to  a  simple  question  of  costs, 
and  I  certainly  think  it  would  not  be  consistent  with 
prudence  on  my  part,  when  the  question  of  law  has 
not  been  raised,  to  enter  into  it. 

Now  where  freight  is  improperly  withheld,  and  it 
becomes  necessary  to  extract  a  monition  against  the 
puty  so  withholding  it,  in  order  to  compel  him  to 
satisfy  a  legal  demand  prima  facie,  undoubtedly  the 
Court  would  be  disposed  to  condemn  the  party  in  all 
the  costs  and  expenses  occasioned  by  such  detention, 
^ere,  however,  a  question  of  reasonable  doubt  may 
arise  as  to  whether  the  person  against  whom  the  mo- 
wtion  is  prayed  had  good  and  justifiable  ground  for 
oot  obeying  it,  the  Court  will  not  be  inclined  to  visit 
«n  the  party  the  penalty  of  costs,  and  more  especially 
^  a  case  where,  as  in  the  present  instance,  the  parties 
beKeved  at  the  time  that  they  were  acting  in  obe- 
^ce  to  and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  an 
act  of  parliament.     Upon  the  present  occasion  I  shall 
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23d  Mb       ^^^  ^^^  ^  neither  of  the  parties  before  the  Court 

but  I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood  that,  if  upoi 

AucKuiMo.  any  future  occasion  this  question  should  be  agaii 
litigated,  I  shall  unquestionably  give  the  costs  agains 
the  party  who  may  fail  in  the  suit.  This  must  b 
considered  an  ample  notice  with  respect  to  the  futur 
intentions  of  the  Court  in  a  matter  of  this  kind ;  ani 
although  a  proper  degree  of  indulgence  may  fairly  b 
shown  upon  the  present  occasion  to  persons  plaoa 
for  the  first  time  in  a  doubtful  situation,  and  hesi 
tating  to  commit  themselves  to  an  infringement  anc 
violation  of  an  act  of  parliament,  yet  should  the  sub- 
ject be  again  mooted,  the  parties  so  mooting  it  musi 
no  longer  expect  to  receive  an  extension  of  the  same 
indulgence. 

I  dismiss  the  party,  but  without  costs. 


tuijun..  GLASCOW  PACKET.    Nicoll. 


A  salvage  claim  JN  this  casc  the  Glascow  Packet  having  been  run 
and  in  part  dis-  down  whilst  at  auchor  in  Gravesend  Reach,  on 
S^J^thTihT  the  evening  of  the  30th  November  last,  was  towed 
wnX^id  alemi  ^^^^^  ^^  shorc  upon  the  Essex  coast,  where  she  shortly 
icives  in  the  afterwards  sunk  in  about  twenty-four  feet  water, 
the  anlgS^Tr-  The  owuer  in  London  having  been  apprised  of  the 
u^in*'/to°ob-  accident,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  a  Mr.  Jonefi 
iiw?afcrih'  *^  wcigh  the  vessel,  and  carry  her  into  a  place  ol 
bad  been  fonn-  safety,  for  the  sum  of  £70,  including  all  expenses, 
by^the^wwt.  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  the  said  Mr.  J.  and 
2^"J2uwt  a  ^^^  crew,  consisting  of  eight  persons,  accompanied  by 
turn  nomine  ex.  the  mate  and  crew  of  the  schooner  and  a  shipwrlgW 

pensarum  only         _  r        C7 

given  in  con-     of  the  name  of  Stagg,  proceeded  from  London  to 
ihe^Miw       Gravesend,  and  arrived  alongside  the  wreck  about 

misconduct. 
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three  p.  m.  of  the  2d  December,  when  they  immedi-        i844. 

ately  set  to  work  to  raise  the  schooner,  and  having !^^!^^ 

continued  working  thereat  until  the  10th,  they  finally  ^"pJ^ct.^"^ 

succeeded   in  raising  her  and   bringing  her  up  to 

London. 

Shortly  after  the  accident,  and  before  the  sinking 
of  the  schooner,  a  number  of  Gravesend  watermen 
put  off  to  the  schooner  and  tendered  their  assistance, 
and  the  master,  being  upon  the  point  of  proceeding 
to  London  with  his  crew  to  apprise  the  owners  of  the 
accident,  agreed  to  employ  two  of  the  said  water- 
men to  assist  the  mate  in  keeping  watch  over  the 
schooner  during  his  absence,  at  the  same  time  giving 
them  a  memorandum  in  the  following  words : — "  I, 
David  Nicoll,  leave  charge  of  the  London  Packet  to 
Mr.  Spiers  and  James  Groves." 

On  the  following  morning,  after  the  master's  de- 
parture, the  said  S.  and  G.,  assisted  by  several  other 
of  the  watermen,  commenced  getting  up  various  ar- 
ticles from  the  schooner's  deck  with  boat  hooks,  and 
having  procured  two  anchors,  and  hired  barges  and 
lighters  from  Gravesend,  employed  themselves  in  en- 
deavouring to  raise  the  schooner  until  the  arrival  of 
Mr.  Jones  and  his  party  from  London. 

Upon  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Jones,  they  were  immedi- 
ately ordered  by  Mr.  White,  one  of  the  owners,  to 
tet;  but  notwithstanding  repeated  assurances  that 
their  assistance  was  not  required,  they  continued  to 
hover  round  the  schooner  and  obtrude  their  services, 
several  of  them  even  persisting  in  coming  up  to  Lon- 
don in  the  vessel  after  she  had  been  raised,  although 
not  permitted  to  do  any  thing  on  board. 

An  action  was  entered  for  alleged  salvage  services 
in  the  sum  of  £450,  and  the  case  was  argued  by 


306  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1844.  PhUUmare  and  Bayfardj  for  the  salvors. 


T^B  Glamaw       Addams  and  Robinsouj  for  the  owners. 

Pacskt. 

JuDGMEKT. — Dr.  lAishmgUm. 
A  service  to  a  certain  extent  is  admitted  in 
case  by  the  tender  which  has  been  made  on  the 
of  the  owners  of  the  Glascow  Packet.  In  con^de 
the  extent  of  this  service,  and  the  reward  to  whn 
is  entitled,  I  shall  direct  my  attention  to  the  follow 
points : — First,  when  and  under  what  circumsta 
the  service  in  question  actually  commenced; 
condly,  what  degree  of  merit  ought  to  be  attache 
it ;  and  lastly,  when  it  ended.  Upon  the  duratic 
the  service  of  course  much  must  depend,  and 
decision  must  be  materially  governed  by  the  d 
mination  of  that  point.  Now,  in  proceeding  to 
examination  of  these  particulars,  I  must  observ 
the  first  instance  that  the  mode  in  which  the  cast 
been  conducted  differs  in  some  respects  from  the  i 
which  is  ordinarily  adopted  in  cases  of  this  descrip 
The  original  statement  of  the  salvors  on  the  one  1 
does  not  contain  the  whole  of  the  case,  but  keeps  1 
matters  of  considerable  importance  to  the  issue  ii 
cause.  On  the  other  hand,  the  answer  of  the  oil 
of  the  Glascow  Packet  sets  up  as  it  were  a  diffc 
and  independent  case,  and  negatives  by  infer 
only,  and  not  directly,  the  averments  of  the  sal^ 
This  manner  of  conducting  a  case,  it  is  obvioi) 
most  inconvenient,  and  entails  upon  the  Court 
exercise  of  a  more  than  common  degree  of  car 
order  to  discover  what  is  really  in  issue  between 
parties  in  the  suit.  The  principle  of  pleading  bj 
on  petition  requires  that  every  important  matter  wl 
is  intended  to  be  denied  should  be  expressly  w 
tived;  and  in  conformity  with  this  principle,  ¥i 
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i  fact  is  averred,  and  there  is  no  contradiction  of      ^8^- 

Jiat  fact,  the  Court  will  prima  facie  assume  such  an — 

iverment  to  be  true.  If  then  the  case  of  the  owners  ^pa^v^^ 
)f  the  vessel  proceeded  against  in  this  cause  should 
)e  prejudiced  by  the  course  which  has  been  adopted 
11  framing  their  defence,  the  Court  will  lament  the 
act,  but  cannot  protect  them  from  the  inconvenience 
fhich  they  have  thus  brought  down  upon  themselves. 
[  will  now  look  to  the  commencement  of  the  asserted 
lenrice,  and  referring  to  the  statement  of  the  salvors 
iemselves,  it  would  seem  that  it  commenced  about 
jkven  o'clock  on  the  30th  of  November,  by  the  mate 
bailing  two  men  of  the  name  of  Spiers  and  Allen, 
who  were  at  that  time  approaching  the  vessel  in  their 
ikiff  James.  The  master,  it  is  represented,  was  not 
)n  board  his  own  vessel  at  this  time,  but  on  board 
the  Margaret.  And  it  is  alleged  that  the  mate  having 
bailed  the  two  men,  he  directed  them  to  save  what 
they  could,  and  that  it  was  done  accordingly.  Now 
this  averment  in  the  salvors'  act  on  petition  is  con- 
Snned  by  them  upon  oath,  and  it  is  not  directly 
negatived  in  any  manner  whatever  in  the  answer  to 
the  act.  It  is  true  that  this  statement,  together  with 
)ther  similar  and  most  important  statements  of  the 
»lvore,  is  met  by  a  general  averment  on  the  part  of 
ie  owners  of  the  Glascow  Packet ;  but  I  must  con- 
fesB,  that  it  is  somewhat  difficult  to  ascertain  to  what 
4i8  general  averment  refers.  I  must  therefore  take 
t  for  granted  that  it  was  not  intended  directly  to 
leny  or  contradict  what  was  done  by  the  mate,  and 
fce  statement  in  question  being  supported  by  affi- 
lavits,  I  must  proceed  upon  the  ground  that  this  was 
he  commencement  of  the  service,  and  if  so,  it  was 
learly  a  just  and  legitimate  commencement. 
It  appears  that  shortly  afterwards  the  Hope  and  the 
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^8^'        Confidence  came  up,  and  little  seems  to  have  been 

'■ —  done  or  to  have  been  attempted  until  the  master,  yiho 

'^PAcm!^^  was  about  to  proceed  to  London  with  all  the  crew, 
excepting  the  mate  and  another  person,  gives  charge 
of  the  vessel  to  two  of  the  salvors,  by  delivering  to 
them  a  written  paper  to  the  following  eflfect : — "  No- 
vember 30th,  1843.  I,  David  NicoU,  leave  charge 
of  the  Glascow  Packet  to  Wm.  Spiers  and  James 
Groves/'  A  great  deal  of  argument  has  been  ex- 
pended upon  the  nature  of  the  charge  so  given,  and 
the  question  arises  upon  what  principles  I  am  bound 
to  construe  the  effect  of  this  paper?  I  apprehend 
that  it  must  be  construed  upon  the  same  principles 
that  prevail  in  the  courts  of  common  law  with  re- 
spect to  written  documents  in  general,  viz.  that  their 
meaning  and  intention  must  be  collected  from  the 
contents,  and  not  from  parol  explanation.  This  is  a 
cardinal  rule,  applicable,  I  conceive,  to  all  cases,  that, 
in  considering  written  documents,  of  whatever  de- 
scription they  may  be,  no  parol  explanation  shall  be 
received.  Evidence  undoubtedly  may  be  given  as  to 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  document  was 
written,  as,  for  instance,  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud, 
and  in  that  case  it  becomes  mere  waste  paper;  or 
that  certain  particulars  were  agreed  to  be  stated  ia 
the  instrument,  which  have  been  improperly  left  out, 
and  these  may  be  restored ;  but  no  evidence  whatever 
is  admissible  to  explain  what  the  parties  said  or 
merely  intended,  excepting  they  be  reduced  into 
writing  at  the  time. 

If  it  were  otherwise,  and  it  were  open  to  parties  on 
parol  explanation  to  say  that  they  did  not  mean  that 
which  the  words  import  upon  the  face  of  them,  i^ 
is  perfectly  obvious  that  all  written  documents  would 
be   rendered   nugatory.     Applying    these   princi] 
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then  to  the  written  papeV,  which  was  so  delivered  by       i844. 

the  master  in  the  present  instance,  the  meaning  of  it  — — 

in  my  judgment  is,  that  the  charge  and  care  of  the  ^"p^^^'^ 
yessel  was  entrusted  to  the  persons  named  therein ; 
and  that  the  charge  so  given  must,  in  ordinary  ac- 
ceptation, be  considered  to  convey  an  authority  to 
do  all  that  was  necessary  for  the  preservation  of  the 
property.  If  it  had  been  intended  that  this  charge 
was  given  for  a  specific  purpose  only,  for  instance, 
that  it  was  merely  an  order  to  prevent  plunder,  and 
that  the  vessel  was  to  remain  in  charge  of  the  mate, 
the  paper  ought  to  have  stated  it.  I  cannot  engraft 
upon  it  any  limitation  which  is  not  consistent  with 
the  ordinary  plan  and  primary  meaning.  Assuming 
this  to  be  the  right  construction  of  the  paper,  I  must 
here  observe  that  the  fact  of  the  master  so  giving 
charge  of  his  vessel  to  these  individuals,  goes  a  great 
way  to  discredit  the  assertion  that  their  services  were 
altogether  rejected  in  the  first  instance,  and  were 
actually  forced  upon  the  master.  Surely,  if  the  men 
had  80  misconducted  themselves,  the  master  would 
not  have  selected  them  in  any  manner  whatever.  He 
nught,  if  he  had  deemed  it  necessary,  have  left  more 
of  his  own  men  to  perform  the  same  duty.  Upon 
these  considerations  then,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
asserted  salvors  are  entitled  to  a  reasonable  remunera- 
tion for  their  exertions  from  about  noon  of  the  30th 
of  November  till  some  time  on  the  2nd  of  December, 
when  other  occurrences  took  place,  to  which  I  shall 
pi^ntly  have  occasion  to  advert.  Without  referring 
^n  detail  to  what  was  done  in  the  interval  between  the 
'iter's  proceeding  to  London  to  consult  the  owners, 
^d  the  arrival  of  Mr.  Jones  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
the  vessel,  I  see  no  reason  to  disapprove  of  the  mea- 
sures pursued  by  the  salvors.     According  to  my  view 
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1844.  of  the  case,  whether  intentionally  or  not,  yet  in  point 
— ^ _•*"'•_  of  feet  they  were  entrusted  with  the  charge  of  the 
^"pi^M^?^  vessel,  and  I  do  not  think  that  they  in  any  maimer 
abused  that  charge.  A  tender  of  £9 :  I2s.  has  been 
made  for  their  services  by  the  owners  of  the  Glasoow 
Packet,  and  this  tender,  I  think,  prima  fecie,  is  mani- 
festly an  inadequate  compensation.  Before,  how- 
ever, I  finally  adjudicate  upon  this  point,  I  must 
look  to  the  circumstances  which  subsequently  oc- 
curred. It  has  been  strongly  urged  by  the  counsel 
for  the  owners,  that  subsequent  to  the  2d  of  De- 
cember, when  Mr.  Jones  took  charge  of  the  vessel  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  her,  the  salvors  most  grossly 
misconducted  themselves  in  retaining  possession,  and 
forcibly  continuing  their  services  after  they  had  been 
formally  and  positively  discharged  by  the  owners. 
The  question  arises,  whether  at  any  time  and  when 
they  were  so  discharged  and  prohibited  from  further 
interference  in  the  vessel?  Now  it  is  beyond  all 
doubt  that  they  were  so  discharged  upon  the  2nd 
of  December,  when  the  person  hired  to  weigh  the 
vessel  had  arrived,  because  it  is  distinctly  admitted  by 
the  salvors  themselves  in  their  reply  ;  and  the  only 
difference  between  them  and  the  owners  upon  thi 
point,  is  in  the  time  of  day  when  the  discharge  was 
given.  They  say  indeed  that  no  pajrment  for  their 
services  was  offered  at  the  time  they  were  so  dis- 
charged ;  be  it  so;  this  circumstance  would  not  be  a 
sufficient  justification  of  such  misconduct  upon  their 
part.  In  some  cases,  it  is  true,  salvors  have  a  right 
to  retain  possession  to  secure  for  themselves  the  com- 
pensation which  may  be  due.  But  such  rule  has  no 
place  here,  for  here  there  was  no  possession  acquired 
by  a  completed  salvage  service ;  and  what  is  a  still 
more  important  fact  (for  it  is  the  foundation  upon 
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rhich  salvors  are  at  any  time  allowed  to  retain  pos-        ^844. 
asion)  there  was  no  necessity  for  retaining  the  ship 


)  secure  the  demands  upon  the  owners,  for  the  ship  "paci^JT^ 
3uld  not  by  possibility,  under  the  circumstances, 
ave  escaped  the  process  of  this  Court.  Again,  it 
as  been  suggested,  in  vindication  of  their  resistance, 
lat  they  themselves  considered  the  farther  continu- 
ace  of  their  services  necessary  for  the  final  preser- 
ition  of  the  vessel ;  a  ground  of  defence  which,  in 
ly  judgment,  is  still  less  tenable  and  satisfactory. 
1  ordinary  cases,  when  the  assistance  of  one  set  of 
Jvors  has  been  accepted,  and  they  are  competent  to 
ilfil  the  service  which  they  have  undertaken,  they 
mnot  be  dispossessed  by  subsequent  salvors.  But 
us  principle  has  no  application  to  the  present  case, 
[ere  the  vessel  was  actually  sunk,  and  it  was  im- 
Msible  for  the  salvors  to  have  raised  her  by  their 
nn  unassisted  exertions.  And  moreover,  the  owners 
ere  upon  the  spot  to  give  the  orders  which  they 
3emed  best  for  the  preservation  of  their  own  pro- 
irty. 

It  would,  I  conceive,  be  a  most  dangerous  doc- 
ine  to  hold,  that  in  the  river  Thames  any  set  of 
MBons  can  be  at  liberty  to  supersede  the  authority 
id  overrule  the  discretion  of  the  owners  of  the  ship, 
J  to  the  preservation  of  that  which  is  most  valuable 
►  themselves — their  own  property.  Looking  then  at 
le  circumstances  which  occurred  after  the  arrival  of 
fr.  Jones  upon  the  2d  of  December,  I  consider  that 
le  conduct  of  the  salvors  subsequent  to  that  period 
as  exceedingly  reprehensible ;  and  I  certainly  shall 
)t  allow  them  any  compensation  for  the  services  (if 
ey  are  to  be  called  services)  improperly  obtruded 
K)n  the  owners  of  this  vessel.  At  the  same  time  I 
ink  that  a  complete  mistake  has  been  made  by  the 
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1844.        owners  with  respect  to  the  merits  of  the  salvors  in  the 
earlier  stages  of  the  transaction,  in  considering  the 


^"pi^tr^  service  which  was  rendered  an  ordinary  tidework  ser- 
vice. I  hold  it  to  be  service  of  a  very  different  de- 
gree and  description.  The  course  which  I  shall  adopt 
is  this : — I  shall  pronounce  against  the  tender  of 
£9 :  !&.,  which  I  deem  to  be  insufficient  for  the  ser- 
vices from  the  30th  of  November  to  the  4th  of  De- 
cember, and  I  shall  decree  to  the  salvors  the  sum  of 
£40.  With  respect  to  the  question  of  costs,  the  re- 
gular course,  perhaps,  would  be  to  give  the  salvors 
their  costs  up  to  that  time,  and  to  condemn  them  in 
the  subsequent  costs.  It  would,  I  apprehend,  be 
somewhat  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  work  out 
with  accuracy  the  precise  amount  of  their  separate 
costs.  I  shall  therefore,  believing  that  the  costs  of 
the  first  period  ought  to  be  greater  than  the  latter, 
decree  to  the  salvors  the  additional  sum  of  £20, 
nomine  expensarum.  I  cannot  close  this  judgment 
without  adverting  to  two  affidavits  made  by  a  person 
of  the  name  of  Neale.  The  first  of  these  affidavits 
swears,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  schooner  could 
not  have  been  raised  unless  a  greater  number  of  p^- 
sons  had  been  employed  than  were  provided  by  Mr. 
Jones.  The  clear  meaning  of  which  is,  that  without 
the  additional  assistance  of  the  salvors  subsequent  to 
the  2d  of  December,  the  salvage  service  could  not 
have  been  effectually  completed. 

In  a  subsequent  affidavit  made  by  this  same  indi- 
vidual upon  the  5th  of  March,  he  swears  in  these 
words :  "  That  the  barges,  lighters,  and  apparatus) 
with  deponent  and  the  other  men  employed  by  the 
said  Benjamin  Jones,  were  amply  sufficient  for  raising 
the  said  schooner."  To  these  affidavits  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  state  that  the  Court  has  not  paid  the  slightest 
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ttention  in  forming  its  judgment  upon  the  present        I844. 

ccasion.     I  am  not,  however,  disposed  to  let  the  case — — 

est  here.  It  is  of  the  last  importance  that  swearing  ^^*^^^^^ 
f  this  description  should  be  prevented,  and  I  shall 
ake  into  my  most  serious  consideration  the  propriety 
f  submitting  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the 
Admiralty,  whether  it  will  not  be  advisable  that  they 
hould  direct  their  solicitor  to  prosecute  this  person, 
nd  all  others  who  so  attempt  to  pervert  the  course 
•f  justice. 


THE  EMMA. 


3dJun$. 


PHIS  was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  twenty-  Rule  hid  dowa 
two  boatmen  of  Margate,  for  services  rendered  to  ri^ting'^e 
his  vessel  in  assisting  to  get  her  off  the  Nayland  ^^^^"^^^ 

Ock.  tbit  in  all  caset 

The  admitted  value  of  the  ship  was  £580 ;   the  ought  to  be   ^ 
alue  of  the  cargo  and  freight  £3000.     A  tender  of  ct^^of  ISaJ^ 
'60  was  made  by  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  accepted  jjf  "ti|^(^*rtu> 
y  the  salvors.     As  regards  the  ship,  therefore,  the  take  the  whole 
^hage  had  been  settled  out  of  Court.  thiD  and  cargo, 

A  tender  of  £250  was  also  made  by  the  owners  of  Jmo^ISt^  thi 
be  freight  and  cargo  but  was  refused.  remuiieraiion 

c?  C3  ^  Upon  the  whole. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  contended  on  each  paying  its 
•ehalf  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  that  the  criterion  Not  c^peienV 
f  the  salvors'  services,  quoad  the  extent  of  the  re-  1°  w  tilS  the 
liuneration  for  the  same,  had  been  in  a  great  mea-  wrvicci  were  of 

^  greater  import- 

^^  fixed  by  themselves  by  the  sum  which  they  had  ance  to  the  ship 
onsented  to  receive  for  the  salvage  in  question  from  to*the  c?iyo!" 
^  owners  of  the  ship,  viz.  twelve  per  cent,  upon  "aVth^Wp 
ie  value  of  the  ship.     That  if  this  sum  was  in  the  »*»«""  ^"  *»»« 

I  *■  •        /•        1     •     P*'**'  burthen, 

wvors'  estimation  an  adequate  remuneration  for  their  or  vice  ven&. 
^ces  to  the  ship  which  stood  the  most  in  need  ruled. 
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1844.        of  their  assistance,  the  tender  of  £250  for  the  {reight 

3rd  June, 


and  cargo  was  proportionately  a  most  liberal  tender 
^"^^  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and  ought  to  be 
sustained,  the  cargo  consisting  of  timber,  which  could 
not  be  deteriorated  or  damaged  by  being  wetted  in 
the  water;  that  the  Court  was  bound  to  take  this 
circumstance  into  its  consideration,  and  adjudge  the 
quantum  of  remuneration  according  to  the  real  extent 
of  the  service  which  had  been  rendered  to  the  portion 
of  the  property  under  litigation,  without  reference  to 
but  separate  and  distinct  from  the  benefit  which  had 
been  conferred  upon  the  owners  of  the  ship  by  the 
salvors'  exertions. — No  protest  was  brought  in,  and 
the  learned  judge,  in  overruling  the  tender  and  award- 
ing the  sum  of  £340,  in  the  course  of  his  judgment 
observed  to  the  following  effect : — "  In  proceeding  to 
the  consideration  of  this  case,  I  cannot  but  notice  with 
some  degree  of  suspicion  that  no  protest  has  been  pro- 
duced on  behalf  of  the  owner  of  the  vessel  proceeded 
against.  Looking  to  the  fects  and  circumstances  of 
the  case  itself,  it  is  certainly  a  case  in  which,  accord- 
ing to  ordinary  experience,  a  protest  would  have  been 
made,  and  if  made  it  should  undoubtedly  have  been 
brought  in.  The  non-production  of  such  protest  in 
the  present  instance  becomes  the  more  extraordinary 
when  I  look  to  the  affidavits  which  have  been  sworn 
by  the  master  and  mate  of  the  Emma ;  the  affidavit 
of  the  latter  being  infinitely  fuller  and  more  compre- 
hensive than  that  of  the  former.  (Court  referred  to 
the  affidavits,  and  proceeded  to  observe) — I  will  here 
avail  myself  of  the  opportunity  to  express  my  opinion 
with  respect  to  the  production  of  protests  in  general 
in  this  class  of  cases.  According  to  my  own  expe- 
rience in  this  Court,  I  have  always  understood  the 
rule  and  practice  of  the  Court  to  be,  and  I  am  no¥ 
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applying  it  to  cases  of  salvage,  that  the  protests  in  all     ^^d^j^'w 

cases  ought  to  be  brought  in,  and  for  the  following 1: 

reasons : — In  the  first  place,  because  every  protest  is  Emma. 
presumed  to  be  made  recenti  facto,  and  to  contain  a 
statement  of  the  transaction  when  the  facts  are  fresh 
in  the  memories  of  the  parties  deposing  to  it,  whereas 
the  discussion  and  legal  investigation  of  those  facts, 
and  of  the  evidence  taken  upon  them,  cannot  be  had 
until  a  much  later  period,  when  even  those  who  are 
most  inclined  to  speak  with  the  most  perfect  accuracy 
as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  salvage  service  may 
find  their  memory  fail  them  with  respect  to  certain 
important  points.  This  is  one  reason  why  the  pro- 
duction of  the  protest  is  required  and  ought  to  be 
observed.  Another,  and  in  my  view  of  it  a  most  im- 
portant reason  why  the  protest  should  be  produced, 
is  this,  viz.  that  it  is  made  and  sworn  alio  intuitu. 
In  the  argument  which  was  addressed  to  the  Court 
by  one  of  the  learned  counsel.  Dr.  Addams,  this  circum-* 
stance  has  been  adverted  to,  and  ingeniously  applied 
88  a  justification  for  keeping  the  protest  back  upon 
the  present  occasion.  I  cannot,  I  confess,  accede  to 
the  argument  which  was  so  urged  upon  the  Court. 
The  first  and  primary  object  for  which  all  protests 
Me  made,  is  to  found  a  claim  upon  the  underwriters 
for  damage  done.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  it  is  the 
object  of  the  parties  to  state  all  the  facts  and  every 
thing  which  has  happened  to  the  sliip,  so  as  to  lay 
the  foundation  for  the  most  extensive  indemnification. 
When  they  come  before  this  Court,  on  the  other 
Iwuid,  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting  the  amount  of  the 
leward,  then  the  state  of  things  is  reversed  ;  the  extent 
if  the  danger  is  decried ;  the  nature  and  extent  of  the 
amage  is  depreciated.  Upon  these  considerations, 
lerefore,  it  is  most  desirable,  and  much  more  so  in 

VOL.  II.  z 


Thb 
Emma. 
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1844.  cases  of  salvage  than  in  cases  of  collision,  that  the  pio- 
3rd  Jun€,  ^^^  should  always  be  produced.  I  will  now,  before  I 
advert  in  detail  to  the  particular  circumstances  of  this 
case,  notice  an  argument  which  has  been  strongly 
pressed  upon  the  Court  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
owners.  It  is  admitted  that  the  owners  of  the  ship 
have  made  an  arrangement  with  the  salvors  out  of 
Court,  and  have  paid  the  sum  of  £60  upon  a  value  of 
£500,  being  twelve  per  cent,  upon  the  value  of  the 
ship ;  and,  in  order  to  induce  me  not  to  adopt  the 
conclusion  that  this  arrangement  furnishes  a  fiadr  cri- 
terion of  the  salvors'  claim  upon  the  whole  of  the  pro- 
perty which  has  been  salved,  it  has  been  contended 
that  although  this  sum  may  be  a  fair  proportion  of 
remuneration  as  regards  the  service  rendered  to  the 
ship,  yet  that  in  this  case  there  is  a  distinction  between 
the  services  which  have  been  rendered  to  the  ship  and 
to  the  cargo ;  that,  in  consequence  of  the  nature  of 
the  cargo,  the  services  rendered  to  the  latter  are  of  a 
weaker  kind,  and  that  a  less  rate  of  salvage  is  conse- 
quently due  for  the  preservation  of  the  cargo  than  for 
the  rescue  of  the  ship.  Upon  this  part  of  the  argu- 
ment I  must  observe,  in  the  first  place,  that  my  de- 
cision cannot  be  in  the  slightest  degree  ruled  or  go- 
verned by  any  thing  which  has  been  done  out  of 
Court  between  the  salvors  and  the  owners  of  the  ship. 
I  must  look  at  the  case  as  if  no  such  agreement  had 
taken  place.  It  is  obvious  that  this  is  the  correct 
course  to  be  adopted,  from  the  consideration  that  in  a 
case  of  thi3  description  many  reasons  may  exist  why, 
though  the  act  is  done  by  the  common  consent  of  the 
parties,  it  may  not  form  a  fair  estimate  of  the  real 
value  of  the  service  to  be  rewarded.  For  instance,  as 
in  this  case,  the  small  value  of  the  ship,  and  the  desire 
to  get  the  matter  expeditiously  settled  without  await- 
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ing  the  decision  of  this  CJourt,   in   order  to  avoid        1844. 

3rd  June, 


he  expense  of  litigation,  both  these  considerations 
nay  be  sufficient  to  have  influenced  the  motives  £^", 
)i  the  parties  between  themselves  in  making  the  ar- 
angement  in  question  out  of  Court;  at  the  same 
ime  it  is  clear  that  they  can  furnish  no  safe  rule  for 
he  guidance  of  my  judgment  upon  the  present  occa- 
iwL  It  was  urged  in  the  conclusion  of  the  speech 
f  the  learned  counsel  who  last  addressed  the  Court, 
)r.  Bayford  (and  the  argument  if  founded  on  truth, 
ad  the  ancient  law  and  practice  of  the  Court  would 
ndoubtedly  lead  to  important  results),  that  the  Court 
I  determining  this  question  was  bound  to  look  to  the 
JTvices  which  had  been  rendered  to  the  ship  and 
irgo  separately  and  apart,  and  much  stress  was  laid 
pon  the  nature  and  description  of  the  cargo  and  its 
on-liability  to  damage  from  its  immersion  in  the 
^r. 

Now  in  this  class  of  cases  the  ordinary  usage  of  the 
lourt,  which  is  well  known  to  every  person  who  has 
ractised  in  it,  is  to  take  the  whole  value  of  the  ship 
nd  cargo,  and  assess  the  amount  of  the  remuneration 
pon  the  whole,  each  paying  its  due  proportion.  I 
m  not  aware,  excepting  in  the  instance  of  silver  or 
nllion,  that  any  distinction  has  ever  been  taken,  or 
hat  parties  have  been  permitted  to  aver,  that  the  ser- 
ices  were  of  greater  importance  to  the  ship  than  they 
rcre  to  the  cargo,  and  therefore  that  the  ship  should 
•ear  the  lesser  burthen,  or  vice  versa.  Such  a  dis- 
inction,  if  acknowledged,  would  in  many  cases  lead 
)  intricate  litigation  and  to  questions  of  great  nicety, 
^Wch  it  would  be  exceedingly  difficult  for  the  Court 
)  adjust.  With  respect  to  silver  and  bullion,  it  is 
06  that  a  distinction  is  wisely  and  properly  per- 
itted,  and  this  upon  the  consideration  that  it  is  more 

z2 
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^®***  easily  rescued  and  preserved  than  more  bulky  arl 
—  — '—  of  merchandize.  The  mode  then  upon  which  I 
Emma.  form  my  estimate  in  this  case  will  be  to  add  the  £ 
the  value  of  the  ship,  to  the  £3000,  the  admitted  ^ 
of  the  cargo,  and  to  fix  the  amount  of  the  rewan 
of  the  whole  £3580,  each  part,  of  course,  bearii 
proportion.  In  this  view  of  the  case  I  award  the 
of  £320. 


2utjune.  THE  LORD  COCHRANE.     Smith. 


Bottomry  bond  rp  jjig  ^as  a  Question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  boi 

given  at  Per-         X     ,     _  ^  .  .       i.-    j    .i.         i-        i» 

nambucoupon  bottomiy,  purporting  to  bind  the  ship,  it 

anVcafgo^^re-  and  cargo.    The  bond  was  not  disputed  by  the  o^ 

co"lJt?gnLi*'o'f  of  the  ship  and  freight,  but  was  contested  bj 

the  cargo,  upon  owucrs  of  the  cargo. 

the  ground,  1st,         rm  t  •  11  /*    ^r 

That  the  ad-  The   ship,   it  appeared,  the  property  ot  M( 

made  by  persons  Bcusou,  merchants,  of  Loudou,  sailed  in  the  sprii 
capaci  Jof '  1839  from  London,  bound  for  the  island  of  Asccb 
ship  agents  at  ^ith  government  stores,  and  thence  to  Pemaml 
bond  was  given,  in  the  Brazils,  in  search  of  a  freight,  with  direc 
disbursements  to  the  master  from  the  owners  to  apply  to  the  1 
Ihrunrfe^trnd'l  ^^  M^Calmout  &  Co.,  and  to  put  the  ship  u 
ing  thai  they      their  charffc  upon  his  arrival  at  Pemambuco.    I 

should  be  cover-  .  .1  .      i  a  •  i    ti 

ed  by  bills  of  lug  amvcd  succcssivcly  at  Ascension  and  ren 
theownerTSf'"  buco,  the  Mcssrs.  M'Calmout  &  Co.  took  charj 
3dV,^*i^hat  ^^^^  vessel,  disposed  of  the  remainder  of  the  out 
the  repairs  upon  cargo,  and  procurcd  her  a  cargo  of  cotton  and  g 

the  vessel  were  o    '  1  o 

improvideniiy  for  tlic  homeward  voyage  to  England,  debiting 
uTevesseiTiiouW  owuers  in  the  sum  of  £882 :  13^.  2rf.,  for  which 
l!!r.^"  *°'**'  the  master  drew  a  bill  in  their  favour,  and  whicl 

and  the  cargo  ' 

transhipped.      acccptcd  and  paid  upon  its  being:  presented  in 

Objection  over-  ,        ,        t      i         •  t^  i  i  ^ 

ruled,  and  the    land.     In  leaving  Pemambuco,  the  vessel  met 

bond  sustained.  ^^  accidcut,  by  grounding  on  a  sand  bank  besid 

bar  at  the  entrance  of  the  harbour,  and  sustained 
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damage  that  she  was  obliged  to  put  back  for  repairs.        ^8^4.  ^ 

The  necessary  surveys  having  been  made  in  the  pre-  — ~ 

sence  of  Lloyd's  agent,  the  repairs  were  undertaken     cocurIn^ 
and  completed  under  the  directions  and   upon   the 
responsibility  of  M'Calmont  &  Co. ;  and  upon  the 
20th  January,  1840,  the  bond  in  question  was  given 
by  the  master  to  the  amount  of  £8558  :  12$.  Ad. 

The  vessel  arrived  at  Liverpool  in  the  month  of 
March,  1840,  and,  having  been  arrested  upon  this 
bond,  was  abandoned  by  the  owners,  and  sold  under 
the  process  of  the  Court.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale, 
amounting  to  the  sum  of  £1675  only,  were  brought 
into  the  registry.  The  freight  amounted  to  the  sum 
of  £1685:  I85.,  and  there  was  also  an  additional  sum 
of  about  £430  on  goods  shipped  by  the  Messrs. 
M*Calmont  themselves,  leaving  a  sum  of  £4918  to 
fell  upon  the  cargo. 

On  the  part  of  the  consignees  of  the  cargo,  it  was 
b  substance  alleged,  by  way  of  answer  to  the  act  ou 
petition,  that  the  house  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.  were 
the  regular  agents  of  the  owners,  and  in  that  capacity 
they  had  made  all  the  disbursements  prior  to  the  first 
sailing  of  the  vessel  from  Pemambuco ;  that  this  cha- 
Pacter  was  resumed  by  them  upon  the  ship's  return, 
ind  continued  during  and  throughout  the  whole  re- 
mainder of  the  ship's  detention  at  Pemambuco ;  that 
tt  regular  ship  agents  they  did,  or  caused  to  be  done, 
dl  the  repairs  to  the  said  ship  consequent  upon  the 
iamages  she  had  sustained ;  that  the  whole  of  such 
^paks  were  done,  and  the  whole  materials  supplied, 
y  persons  whom  they  employed,  and  whom  they  paid 
nd  became  responsible  to  for  such  work  done;  and 
bat  it  was  distinctly  understood  between  the  master 
dd  the  said  M'Calmont  &  Co.  that  their  disburse- 
tents  or  liabilities  for  and  on  account  of  the  same 
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1844.       should  be  covered  as  before  by  a  bill  to  be  drawn 

2\it  June.  "^ 


the  master  upon  his  owners;  that  the  house  of  M^O 
c"hJ^ne.  ^^^U  as  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  increased,  foi 
seeing  that  the  amount  would  probably  be  such 
would  prevent  the  owners  from  accepting  any  h 
drawn  by  the  master,  prevailed  upon  the  master 
sign  the  bond  in  question ;  that  the  repairs  were  in 
providently  undertaken,  and  that  the  ship  ought 
have  been  abandoned  and  sold  by  the  master,  and  tl 
cargo  transhipped  and  forwarded ;  and  the  condu 
of  Mr.  S.,  who  had  acted  throughout  the  transactic 
on  behalf  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.,  was  characterized  l 
an  unfair  desire  on  his  part  to  carry  out  the  interes 
of  his  employers  at  the  expense  of  the  owners  of  tl 
ship  and  cargo,  and  was  altogether  unjustifiable  und( 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  &c. 

These  averments  were  counterpleaded  and  denie 
in  a  rejoinder  brought  in  by  the  bondholder,  and 
surrejoinder  and  also  a  rebutter  were  given  in  (a). 

For  the  bondholders,  Harding  and  Elphinston^  i 
opening  the  case,  contended 

That  the  master  was  without  funds  or  credit,  an 
although  his  necessities  were  publicly  advertized  i 
Pemambuco,  no  one  came  forward  willing  to  mak 

(«)  It  may  be  stated,  by  way  of  explanation  of  the  debiy  th. 
has  apparently  taken  place  in  bringing  this  cause  to  a  final  hearioj 
that  the  action  in  the  cause  was  entered  upon  the  19th  Mard 
1840,  and  upon  the  29th  of  February,  1841,  it  being  considen 
by  the  consignees  of  the  cargo  and  their  advisers  that  more  e8e« 
tual  evidence  could  be  obtained  by  carrying  the  suit  into  tl 
Court  of  Chancery,  an  injunction  was  issued  to  restrain  the  Coir 
of  Admiralty  from  further  proceeding  in  the  cause.  Theprincip 
cause  was  in  consequence  suspended  in  this  Court,  and  it  was  iM 
until  the  commencement  of  the  year  1844  that  by  mutual  agre< 
menc  both  parties  consented  to  abandon  the  proceedings  in  tb 
Court  of  Chancery,  and  resume  the  suit  in  this  Court. — Ed.  note 
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the  advances  that  were  required ;  that  Mr.  Saunders,        ^^44. 
the  managing    agent    of  M'Calmont   &    Co.,    the 


holders  of  the  bond,  was  voluntarily  selected  by  the  Cochrahb. 
master,  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion,  as  the  person 
in  whose  hands  to  place  his  ship,  and  that  from  the 
Tery  commencement  of  the  transaction  there  was  a 
mutual  agreement  between  Mr.  S.  and  the  master 
that  a  bottomry  bond  should  be  given ;  that  there 
was  no  departure  from  this  understanding  at  any  pe- 
riod during  which  Mr,  S.  was  engaged  in  the  affairs 
ef  the  vessel,  and  that  the  repairs  were  undertaken 
not  only  under  the  inspection  of  the  master,  but  with 
the  concurrence  of  Lloyd's  agent  at  Pemambuco ; 
that  the  shippers  of  the  cargo,  who  were  resident  upon 
the  spot,  were  all  of  them  cognizant  of  the  transaction, 
and  might  have  interfered  if  they  had  thought  fit  so 
to  do,  as  was  also  the  son  of  Mr.  Benson,  the  owner, 
who  expressly  sanctioned  the  proceedings ;  that  the 
cargo,  a  valuable  cargo  of  £23,000  in  value,  had, 
through  the  advances  made  by  the  house  of  M'Cal- 
roont,  been  safely  brought  to  its  port  of  destination, 
and  that  the  delay  occasioned  by  the  present  refusal 
on  the  part  of  the  consignees  of  that  cargo  to  pay 
their  proportion  of  the  bond,  which  was  undisputed 
by  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  freight,  and  both  of 
which  had  been  made  available  in  part,  was  vexatious 
and  unjust ;  that  having  carried  the  matter  from  this 
Court  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  they  now  come  back 
after  the  delay  of  two  years,  and  that  the  principal 
objections  upon  which  they  relied,  it  would  appear 
fc>m  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  rather  referred  to 
otters  of  account,  which  could  not  affJect  the  validity 
of  the  bond,  but  which  belong  to  the  investigation  of 
4e  registrar  and  merchants. 


334  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1844.  For  the  consignees  of  the  cargo,  Addams  and  Bay- 

ford  submitted — 

c^bmamI  That  the  abandonment  of  their  own  interests  by 
the  owners  of  the  ship  and  fireight  did  not  affect  the 
right  of  the  consignees  of  the  cargo  to  dispute  the 
validity  of  the  bond,  and  that  they  were  perfecdy 
justified  in  the  course  which  they  had  pursued  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case;  that  the  reason  for 
resorting  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  was,  that  the  par- 
ties opposing  the  bond  considered  that  by.  so  doing 
they  were  more  likely  to  obtain  the  necessary  evi- 
dence, and  in  that  view  they  had  not  been  mistaken; 
that  no  unfavourable  judgment  had  been  pronounced 
against  them  in  that  Court;  on  the  contrary,  that  the 
Lord  Chancellor  had  expressed  a  strong  opinion  upon 
the  case,  as  fiiU  of  suspicion,  and  requiring  a  s^ict 
investigation,  and  that  they  had  been  driven  to  return 
to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  by  the  feet  that  since 
giving  bail  in  this  Court  circumstances  had  occurred 
which  rendered  it  inconvenient  for  them  to  furnish 
the  necessary  security  demanded  by  the  Court  of 
Chancery.  That  prior  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
the  Gratitudine,  it  was  a  vexata  questio  in  this  Court 
whether  a  master,  under  any  state  of  circumstances, 
could  legally  hypothecate  the  cargo  committed  to  his 
care.  That  the  judgment  of  Lord  Stowell  in  that 
case  clearly  established  that,  in  order  to  justify  him 
in  so  doing,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  must  be 
special,  the  exigencies  of  the  master  most  extreme 
and  stringent,  and  that  these  did  not  exist  in  the  pre- 
sent  instance.  That  the  instructions  from  Mr.  Ben- 
son, the  owner,  to  the  master  of  the  vessel,  and  his 
Conversation  with  Mr.  Nowall  prior  to  his  departure 
from  England,  clearly  showed  that  Mr.  Benson  him- 
self considered  that,  upon  the  arrival  of  the  ship  at 
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Pemambuco,   she  would  be  put  in  the  hands  of     _  i***- 

M*Calmont  &  Co. ;  and  that  for  the  purposes  of  this 


suit,  the  vessel  must  be  considered,  if  not  in  terms  cw:hbaw*i 
at  least  in  effect,  to  have  been  regularly  consigned  to 
diat  house.  That  the  whole  res  gestae  of  the  case, 
prior  to  the  accident  which  compelled  the  vessel  to 
return  to  Pemambuco  for  repairs,  established  upon 
M'Calmont  &  Co.  the  character  of  agents  for  the 
owner,  and  that  this  character  was  resumed  upon  the 
return  of  the  vessel,  and  continued  throughout  the 
whole  transaction.  That  the  advances  having  been 
made  by  them  for  the  service  of  the  ship  in  that  ca- 
pacity, they  were  not  entitled,  under  the  authority  of 
the  decision  in  the  Hero,  to  turn  round  upon  their 
employers  at  the  last  moment,  and  cover  such  ad- 
vances under  the  security  of  a  bond  of  hypothecation, 
as  they  had  done ;  at  all  events,  not  without  giving 
fcirnotic^  to  the  master  that  they  would  give  no  fur- 
ther credit  to  the  owner,  and  thus  enabling  him  to 
go  elsewhere  for  the  money  that  might  be  required. 
That  no  such  notice  was  given  upon  the  present  oc- 
casion, and  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  before  the 
Court  to  show  that,  upon  a  proper  application  from 
the  master,  money  could  not  have  been  obtained 
dsewhere  from  other  houses  at  Pemambuco.  That 
the  contrary  was  to  be  presumed,  from  the  very 
%h  character  and  mercantile  credit  enjoyed  by  Mr. 
Benson  in  this  country.  That  under  the  circum- 
^ces  of  the  case,  the  master  was  bound  to  have 
communicated  with  the  shippers  of  the  cargo  in  the 
^  instance,  and  should  also  have  corresponded  with 
tne  owner  and  consignees  in  England;  neither  of 
^hich  measures  had  been  adopted,  and  the  whole 
^''^nsaction  appeared  to  have  been  carried  on  in  se- 
^^y  between  the   master  and   Mr.  Saunders,  the 
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1844.       managing  agent  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.,  and  whose 

conduct  was  characterized  througout  by  great  impra 

CwmluHl  vidence  and  want  of  proper  discretion  and  drcuni' 
spection.  Lastly,  that  the  master  might  and  shouk 
have  transhipped  his  cargo  and  sold  his  vessel,  whid 
would  have  been  infinitely  more  advantageous  ix 
regard  to  the  interests  of  all  parties  concerned,  tha: 
incurring  the  ruinous  expenses  which  have  been  en 
countered.  That  the  charges  for  these  repairs  and  othe: 
claims  in  the  accounts  were  upon  the  face  of  them 
exorbitant  in  the  extreme,  and  that  although  it  was 
unquestionable  that  bonds  of  bottomry,  when  fidr  and 
upright  in  their  character,  were  to  be  upheld  with  a 
strong  hand  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  Court 
was  bound  to  discountenance  them  when  tainted  with 
suspicion  in  all  their  circumstances,  as  this  bond  was, 
especially  as  regards  the  hypothecation  of  the  cargo, 
in  the  present  instance. 

The  Court,  without  calling  -upon  the  counsel  for 
the  bondholders  in  reply,  gave  judgment  to  the  fol- 
lowing effect : — 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

I  have  carefully  read  over  the  papers  in  this  C2ae 
before  I  came  into  Court,  and  the  original  impression 
upon  my  mind  with  respect  to  the  validity  of  the 
bond  in  question  has  not,  I  confess,  been  removed  by 
the  arguments  which  have  been  addressed  to  the 
Court  upon  the  present  occasion. 

The  bond,  which  is  upon  the  ship,  freight  and 
cargo,  has  not  been  disputed  by  the  owners  of  the 
ship  and  freight.  As  far  as  their  interests  are  con- 
cerned, a  judgment  by  default  has  already  been  pro- 
nounced by  the  Court.  The  payment  of  the  bono 
has,  however,  been  contested  on  behalf  of  the  owners 


Thb  Lobo 
cochkanb. 
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of  the  cargo,  and  they  are  undoubtedly  entitled,  not-        i844. 
withstanding  the  acquiescence  of  the  owners  of  the     ^'''  '^^"'' 
ship  and  freight,  to  avail  themselves  of  any  defence 
competent  to   them   by  law.     The   question,   then, 
which  I  have  to  determine,  is  how  far  the  objections 
of  the  owners  of  the  cargo  are  legally  borne  out  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.     Now  the  first  ground 
upon  which  the  opposition  to  this  bond  has  been  rested 
is  the  denial  of  that  stringent  necessity  which  it  is 
said  will  alone  justify  the  master  of  a  vessel  in  in- 
cluding, in  a  bond  of  bottomry,  the  hypothecation  of 
the  cargo  entrusted  to  his  care.     In  support  of  this 
part  of  the  argument,  the  Court  has  been  referred  to 
the  case  of  the  Gratitudine,  and  it  has  been  contended, 
upon  the  authority  of  the  decision  in  that  case,  that 
in  order  to  justify  the  hypothecation  of  the  cargo, 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  must  be  special,  the 
nature  of  the  necessity  extreme  and   urgent;   and 
where  these  do  not  exist,  the  bondholder  has  no  right 
to  extend  his  security  for  the  repayment  of  his  ad- 
vances by  including  the  cargo  in  his  bond  of  bot- 
tomry.    Now  it  is  apparent  to  my  mind,  that  in  all 
cases  of  this  kind,  the  measure  of  the  necessity  must 
^  governed  by  the  degree  of  damage  which  has  been 
<lone,  and  the  extent  of  the  advances  which  may  be 
Inquired  for  the  repairs.     The  greater  the  damage, 
the  larger  the  expense,  the  greater  will  be  the  neces- 
®ty  for  including  the  cargo  in  the  bond  of  hypothe- 
cation, and  for  this  plain  and  obvious  reason,  that 
*"^  ship  and  freight  may  be  inadequate  to  discharge 
y^  bond,  or  it  may  happen,  as  has  frequently  occurred 
>^  these  Courts,  that  the  vessel,  though  amply  suffi- 
cient in  value  for  the  amount  of  the  bond  at  the  time 
^^  bond  is  given,  from  subsequent  misfortunes  may 
"^  wholly  insufficient  to  discharge  the  payment  upon 


328  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1844.       her  arrival  at  her  port  of  destination.     Lookin?  to 

21««  JttWf,  .  .  *^  .  .  Till 

• these  contingencies,  it  is  not  unreasonable  that  the 

CocBiiANi.  bondholder  should  requu^  the  cargo  to  be  called  in  in 
aid  of  his  security,  and  on  legal  principle  I  conceive 
he  has  a  perfect  right  so  to  do.  I  apprehend  the  doc- 
trine of  law  to  be,  that  persons  who  advance  money 
upon  bottomry,  whatever  may  be  the  amount  which 
they  undertake  to  advance,  however  they  may  look  in 
the  first  instance  to  the  value  of  the  ship  and  fi-eight, 
are  fully  entitled,  if  they  think  fit,  to  demand  the  ad- 
ditional security  of  the  cargo,  and  to  bind  all  three 
under  the  obligation  of  the  bond  for  the  repayment 
of  the  money  advanced. 

I  will  now  address  myself  to  another  ground  of 
objection  which  has  been  strongly  pressed  in  the  argu- 
ment on  behalf  of  the  parties  opposing  the  bond, 
namely,  that  Mr.  Saunders,  at  the  time  he  made  the 
advances,  was  acting  in  the  capacity  of  agent  to  Mr. 
Benson,  the  owner  of  the  ship.  Is  this  borne  out  by 
the  facts  of  the  case  ?  It  appears,  indeed,  that  Mr. 
Benson,  upon  the  departure  of  the  vessel  from  this 
country  on  a  voyage  to  Ascension  and  thence  to  Per- 
nambuco,  gave  certain  directions  to  the  master  for  the 
guidance  of  his  conduct  upon  her  arrival  at  Pemam- 
buco,  and  amongst  those  directions  the  master  was 
instructed  to  address  himself  to  the  house  of  M*CaI- 
mont  &  Co.  at  that  place.  It  does  not  appear,  how- 
ever, that  Mr.  Benson  himself  caused  any  intimation 
to  be  made  to  that  house  that  he  adopted  them  as  his 
agents,  or  that  he  would  honor  their  bills ;  nor  does 
the  master  go  out  with  any  letters  of  credit  upon  the 
house  at  Pernambuco  or  any  one  else  ;  but  it  is  said 
that  for  the  purpose  of  this  suit  the  vessel  must  be 
considered  to  have  been  virtually  consigned  to  the 
house  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.,  inasmuch  that,  prior  to 
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the  departure  of  the  vessel  from  Eno^land,  a  conver-        ^***- 

sation  took  place  upon  the  subject  between  Mr.  Ben- 

son  the  owner,  and  Mr.  Nowall  one  of  the  partners  cocurj^u. 
in  a  firm  in  London  in  connection  with  the  house  at 
Pernambuco,  and  that  the  result  of  that  conversation 
left  upon  Mr.  Benson's  mind  the  impression  that  the 
Vessel,  upon  her  arrival  at  Pernambuco,  would  pro- 
bably be  put  into  the  hands  of  M*Calmont  &  Co. 
It  is  by  no  means  clear  from  the  evidence  in  the 
aiuse  how  far  this  impression  was  entertained  by  Mr. 
Nowall,  or  communicated  by  him  to  the  firm  in  Lon- 
lon  to  which  he  belonged ;  it  is,  however,  unneces- 
ary  for  the  purpose  of  this  discussion  to  pursue  the 
aquiry  upon  the  point.  Assuming  that  the  vessel 
Fas  consigned  to  the  house  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.  as 
uggested,  and  that  they  took  upon  themselves  the 
haracter  of  the  ship's  agents  by  performing  all  that 
ras  incumbent  upon  them  in  that  capacity,  what 
allows  ?  They  faithfully  discharge  their  obligation 
0  the  ship  by  procuring  her  a  full  cargo,  themselves 
>eing  amongst  the  largest  shippers,  and  having  de- 
rayed  the  expenses,  they  draw  upon  Mr.  Benson  for 
he  amount,  and  the  transaction  is  concluded  by  the 
ailing  of  tlie  vessel  on  her  homeward  voyage  to  Eng- 
and.  It  has,  however,  been  urged  that  the  vessel, 
oon  after  leaving  port,  met  with  an  accident  which 
compelled  her  to  return  to  Pernambuco  for  repairs ; 
ind  it  has  been  much  discussed  in  the  argument  that 
ipon  the  return  of  the  ship  to  Pernambuco  the  agency 
vas  resumed  by  the  firm  of  M'Calmont  &  Co.  In 
ny  view  of  it,  even  assuming  that  the  agency  was 
•esumed,  as  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of 
he  cargo,  this  fact  would  not  affect  the  legal  bearing 
>f  the  question  which  I  have  to  determine  under  the 
ircumstances  of  the  case.     Upon  the  return  of  the 
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18^^       ship  frequent  surveys  are  held  upon  her,  and  these 

—  surveys,  it  appears,  take  place  under  the  immedbtB 

ciSil^Ki.  inspection  of  the  agent  for  Lloyd's  at  Pemambuco. 
In  thus  calling  in  the  assistance  of  Lloyd's  agent,  I 
cannot  but  think  that  the  master  and  the  house  at 
Pemambuco  acted  with  great  prudence  and  propriety, 
inasmuch  that  it  is  generally  considered  in  this  Court, 
and  I  apprehend  most  properly,  that  one  of  the 
greatest  safeguards  for  the  integrity  of  transactions 
of  this  nature,  is  a  recurrence  to  Lloyd's  agent,  who 
must  be  presumed  to  be  selected  for  his  situation  from 
his  general  respectability  and  experience.  From  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Saunders,  it  further  appears  that  it 
was  not  until  the  end  of  August  that  the  real  extent 
of  the  repairs  that  were  necessary,  and  the  amount 
of  the  expenses  to  be  incurred  in  those  repairs,  were 
correctly  ascertained ;  and  at  the  request  of  the  master, 
Mr.  Saunders,  on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  M'Calmont  & 
Co.,  thereupon  gives  the  necessary  directions  for  en- 
abling the  ship  to  accomplish  her  voyage  to  England. 
The  question  then  arises,  did  Mr.  Saunders  make  the 
firm  of  M*Calmont  &  Co.  responsible  for  one  sixpence 
of  those  repairs  upon  the  personal  security  of  the 
owners  ?  I  conceive  not,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  this 
opinion  when  I  look  to  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Saunders, 
which  is  before  the  Court.  In  that  affidavit  Mr. 
Saunders  deposes  to  this  effect :  "  That  previous  to 
the  commencement  of  any  of  the  repairs,  and  before 
he  had  made  or  undertaken  to  make  the  firm  of 
M'Calmont  &  Co.  in  any  manner  liable  or  responsible 
to  any  person  whatever  for  the  expenses  of  any  of 
the  repairs,  it  was  distinctly  understood  and  agreed 
by  and  between  the  master  of  the  ship  and  himself, 
on  behalf  of  the  firm  of  M*Calmont  &  Co.,  that  the 
master  should,  previously  to  the  sailing  of  the  vessel, 
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ecute  a  bottomry  bond  at  the  usual  rate  of  mari-  «,^®1^- 

»       mi  1  •    1      •        1  1  2UtJun9. 

le  interest.       Ihe  statement  which  is  thus  made 


an  oath  by  Mr.  Saunders,  it  is  to  be  observed,  is  Cochrane. 
t  met  by  any  counter  evidence  on  the  other  side, 
1  is  not  contradicted  by  any  one  fact  or  circum- 
nce  in  the  cause.  I  must  consequently  hold  that 
8  entitled  to  the  credence  of  the  Court,  and  if  so, 
un  at  a  loss  to  understand  upon  what  grounds  it 
I  be  contended  in  the  face  of  this  statement  that 
e  and  sufficient  notice  was  not  given  to  the  master 
it  any  advances  which  might  be  made  in  the  pro- 
lution  of  the  repairs  were  to  be  made,  not  upon  the 
rsonal  responsibility  of  the  owners,  but  upon  the 
jurity  of  the  ship.  It  has  been  argued  that,  not- 
thstanding  this  notice,  the  firm  of  M'Calmont  & 
K  having  once  taken  upon  themselves  the  character 
agents,  could  not  divest  themselves  of  that  cha- 
pter and  assume  the  privilege  of  strangers,  by  de- 
ciding the  security  of  a  bottomry  bond  for  the 
vances  they  were  called  upon  to  make  in  the  ser- 
«  of  the  ship.  Looking  to  the  reported  decisions 
this  Court,  I  cannot  accede  to  the  propriety  of  the 
sition.  The  doctrine  of  law  laid  down  by  Lord 
Dwell  I  apprehend  to  be  this, — that  it  is  no  part  of 
5  duty  of  an  agent  to  advance  money  without  a 
r  expectation  of  being  reimbursed  ;  and  if  he  thinks 
to  hold  hard  and  secure  his  repayment  upon  a 
ttomry  bond,  he  is  at  liberty  so  to  do,  provided  he 
res  notice  that  he  will  not  make  the  advances  as 
ent,  and  affords  the  master  the  opportunity  of  trying 
get  money  elsewhere.  This  is  the  principle  laid 
wn  by  Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  the  Hero,  to 
lich  a  reference  has  been  made  in  the  argument ; 
d  the  principle  was  carried  out  by  the  same  very 
med  judge   in  the  case  of  the  Augusta,   where 
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1844.       some  of  the  advances  having  been  made  by  the  con- 

—  signee  of  a  ship  upon  the  personal  security  of  the 

c^cutLMvL  owner,  and  other  advances  upon  the  sole  security  of 
the  ship  and  freight,  Lord  Stowell  pronounced  against 
the  validity  of  the  former,  and  decided  in  favor  of  the 
latter,  as  coming  fairly  within  the  scope  of  a  bottomry 
transaction. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  great  stress  was  laid 
upon  the  high  character  and  mercantile  credit  of  Mr. 
Benson  in  this  country,  and  the  case  was  in  some  de- 
gree argued  upon  the  assumption  that  his  character 
must  have  been  so  fully  known,  and  his  credit  so  fcr 
available  in  Pemambuco,  that  the  necessary  funds 
might  have  been  procured  upon  his  personal  security 
alone,  without  having  recourse  to  a  bottomry  bond 
at  all. 

Without  intending  the  slightest  disparagement  to 
the  cliaracter  of  this  gentleman,  I  must  observe,  that 
the  question  which  I  am  called  upon  to  decide  is  not 
the  responsibility  of  Mr.  Benson,  or  his  ability  to 
meet  the  payment  of  any  bills  that  might  have  been 
drawn  upon  him,  but  how  far  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  it  is  probable  that  the  house  of  M'Calmont, 
or  of  any  other  person  at  Pemambuco,  would  have 
been  content  to  advance  the  money  upon  the  8oIe 
chance  of  repayment  from  Mr.  Benson,  who  had  taken 
care  that  no  person  on  his  account  should  render  him 
responsible  for  a  single  farthing,  and  who  does  not 
appear  to  have  had  any  correspondence  with,  much 
less  to  have  authorized,  the  house  of  Penambuco  to 
draw  upon  him  for  one  sixpence.  As  &r  as  I  am 
competent  to  form  any  opinion  upon  the  subject,  I 
must  say  that  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  strongly 
tend  to  establish  upon  my  mind  the  conviction  that 
the  advances  in  question  were  made  upon  a  bottomry 
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)n8ideration.     Notifications  were  posted  up  in  the        i844. 

lace  of  greatest  publicity,  by  means  of  which  the  — 

tippers  of  the  cargo,  according  to  the  evidence  in  the  0©^^^"^ 
ise,  must  have  been  cognizant  of  the  fact.  There 
ere  also  subsequent  advertisements  inserted  in  the 
jwspapers,  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  any  person 
ime  forward  in  answer  thereto,  who  was  willing  or 
»irous  to  make  the  requisite  advances.     I  now  come 

another  point  in  the  case  which  has  been  much 
»mmented  upon,  viz.,  the  conduct  of  the  master  with 
ference  to  the  shippers  of  the  cargo.  It  has  been 
id,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master,  before  he  gave 
bottomry  bond  upon  the  cargo  in  this  case,  to  have 
mununicated  with  the  shippers  in  the  first  instance, 
id  to  have  taken  their  directions  ;  this  observation, 
is  obvious,  must  be  subject  to  great  limitation  under 
e  circumstances  of  the  case.  The  shippers,  it  is  to 
J  noticed,  were  resident  on  the  spot :  and  it  is  per- 
cdy  true,  that  if  they  had  been  kept  in  ignorance  of 
e  intended  bottomry  transaction,  it  would  have  been 
strong  argument  against  the  bona  fides  of  the  mas- 
r,  that  he  had  not  put  himself  into  communication 
ith  them.  It  is  obvious  however  in  the  present  in- 
ance,  from  the  facts  spoken  to  in  the  affidavits,  that 
lese  shippers  must  have  been  cognizant  of  the  trans- 
tion  in  question ;  and  if  they  had  deemed  it  expe- 
ent  for  their  interests  to  interfere  for  the  protection 

the  cargo,  they  had  the  opportunity,  and  were  at 
rfect  liberty  so  to  do.  It  appears,  however,  that 
dy  one  or  two  of  these  individuals,  and  those  pos- 
Bsing  the  slightest  degree  of  interest,  in  any  manner 
terfered  or  took  any  share  in  the  matter.  In  my 
anion  this  indifference  was  a  virtual  acquiescence  in 
e  master's  proceedings,  and  is  much  the  same  thing 

if  a  communication  had  taken  place  between  the 

VOL.  II.  A  A 
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master  and  themselves,  and  their  answer  had  been— w( 
will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  matter,  ycm  miM 
act  according  to  your  own  discretion. 

Pursuing  the  investigation  a  little  further,  let  v 
now  see  what  were  the  alternatives  offered  to  tl 
master  under  the  circumstances  in  which  he  m 
placed.  It  has  been  said,  that  he  might  have  tni 
shipped  the  cargo  immediately  upon  his  return 
Pemambuco;  perhaps  he  might;  but  has  any  authori* 
been  cited  to  show  that  he  was  bound  to  do  80? 
am  not  aware  that  any  such  obligation  exists,  a 
cording  to  any  known  rule  of  the  maritime  law,  ai 
looking  to  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  ca 
under  consideration,  it  would,  I  conceive,  have  be 
a  dangerous  expedient  for  him  to  have  resorted 
this  step  in  the  first  instance,  before  he  had  ascertain 
the  amount  of  the  expense  that  would  be  neceasa 
for  the  repair,  and  had  clearly  seen  his  way  to  tl 
equitable  protection  of  all  persons  concerned  in  tl 
ship,  freight  and  cargo  ^severally,  whose  interests  we 
equally  entrusted  to  his  care-  Again,  it  has  be< 
stated,  that  he  might  have  corresponded  with  tl 
owner  and  the  consignee  of  the  cargo  in  Englan* 
What  would  have  been  the  consequence  of  such 
mode  of  proceeding  ?  The  consequence  would  hai 
been,  that  the  ship  and  cargo  would  have  been  lockc 
up  for  a  period  of  three  months,  and  at  the  expiratio 
of  that  time,  he  would  probably  have  been  left  to  tl 
exercise  of  his  own  discretion.  One  other  altemalii 
has  been  suggested,  and  that  is,  that  he  might  hai 
sold  the  ship. 

As  a  general  position  of  law,  it  is  not  to  be  denie 
that  in  a  case  of  necessity  the  master  is  invested  irit 
an  authority  to  sell  his  vessel,  but  this  authority, 
apprehend,  is  strictly  limited,  and  could  alone  be  jus 
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in  case  of  very  extreme  emergency,  the  mere  ^sj*- 
extent  of  which  it  would  be  almost  impossible  to  de- 
fine beforehand- 
Granting  that  he  might,  I  have  yet  to  leam  that 
such  a  measure  would  have  been  proper  or  expedient 
under  the  circumstances.  A  sale  of  a  vessel  at  Per- 
nambuco,  abandoned  by  the  master  as  unseaworthy — 
a  sale  not  sanctioned  by  Lloyd's  agent — what  sort  of 
a  title  would  the  purchaser  have  received,  and  what 
sort  of  a  price  would  the  owner  have  obtained?  It  is 
not  to  be  denied,  that  under  certain  circumstances  the 
master  of  a  vessel,  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary 
authority  with  which  he  is  invested,  may  sell  and  dis- 
pose of  the  ship,  but  this  power  I  conceive  to  be 
strictly  limited  by  law,  and  is  only  to  be  exercised 
nnder  emergencies  of  great  stringency ;  emergencies 
vhich  it  is  almost  impossible  to  perceive  beforehand. 
Mid  which  I  shall  not  attempt  to  define  in  the  present 
instance,  because  I  am  perfectly  aware  and  satisfied 
in  my  own  mind,  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  case 
which  would  have  justified  the  master  in  having  re- 
worse  to  such  a  proceeding. 

It  only  remains  that  I  should  very  briefly  advert 
to  one  or  two  further  observations  which  have  been 
thrown  out  by  the  learned  counsel  who  have  argued 
the  case  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  cargo.  It  has 
been  said  that  the  charges  for  the  repairs  in  question 
are  upon  the  face  of  them  exorbitant ;  and  that  a  bill 
rf  exchange  might  have  been  drawn  by  the  master 
upon  Mr.  Benson,  the  owner  of  the  ship,  and  that 
Juch  bill  would  have  been  assuredly  discharged  upon 
he  presentation  in  England.  Now  supposing  that 
Och  bill  of  exchange  had  been  drawn  and  taken  by 
Ir.  Saunders,  in  addition  to  the  bond  of  bottomry, 
^ould  that  in  any  measure  have  affected  the  validity 
aa2 
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21  ^^j*'       ^^  *^^  ^^'^^  ^^  question  ?    Clearly  not^    It  is  a  matter 
'—  of  daily  notoriety  in  this  class  of  cases,  that  persons 

CocBSANi.  advancing  the  money  are  in  the  habit  of  receiviiig 
bills  of  exchange,  by  way  of  collateral  security  for  the 
repayment  of  the  bond  of  bottomry.  If  the  bills  of 
exchange  are  paid,  the  bond  of  course  is  not  sued  for. 
The  general  validity  of  the  bond,  however,  is  in  no  de- 
gree impaired  by  the  additional  security  by  which  it 
is  accompanied,  and,  if  necessary,  it  may  be  enforced 
by  proceedings  in  this  Court,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  no  such  collateral  security  had  been  given. 

With  respect  to  the  charges  made  for  the  repairs 
and  the  other  items  in  the  bond,  if  these  should  be 
excessive  or  contrary  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  mer- 
chants, and  against  sound  principles  of  justice  and 
equity,  the  remedy  is  to  refer  them  generally  to  the 
registrar  and  merchants,  and  have  them  cut  down 
according  to  their  decision,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court.  As  far  as  I  am  enabled  to  form  an  opinion 
upon  them,  I  must  say  that  they  do  not  strike  me  as 
being  excessive ;  if  they  be,  it  is  a  matter  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  registrar  and  merchants,  and  not  for 
the  determination  of  the  Court,  in  the  present  in- 
stance. The  same  observation  applies  to  the  premium 
that  has  been  demanded  upon  this  bond.  The  Court 
has  never  been  in  the  habit  of  pronouncing  against 
the  validity  of  a  bond  on  account  of  excess  of  pre- 
mium, and  I  well  remember  a  case  in  which  I  myself 
was  counsel,  where  Lord  Stowell  expressly  laid  down 
that  it  was  a  matter  of  reference  to  the  registrar  in  all 
cases  in  which  the  premium  was  disputed,  because  the 
amount  of  such  premium  must  at  all  times  depend 
upon  a  variety  of  circumstances,  which  the  Court 
could  not  take  upon  itself  satisfactorily  to  decide. 
As  some  imputation  against  the  bona  fides  of  Mr. 
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Jaunders  was  thrown  out  in  the  earlier  stages  of  the     « J®j*" 
ause,  although  no  longer  contended  for  in  the  argu- 


Qent,  I  consider  myself  bound  in  justice  to  that  gen-  Cochbans. 
leman  to  conclude  my  observations  by  expressing  my 
onviction  that  there  was  nothing  whatever  fraudu- 
ent  in  any  part  of  this  transaction.  On  the  contrary, 
think  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Saunders,  who  acted  in 
he  business  for  M^Calmont  &  Co.,  is  marked  through- 
ut  by  a  strong  desire  on  his  part  to  do  his  duty  fairly 
etween  all  the  parties.  I  think  the  correspondence 
I  every  thing  it  could  be  desired  that  it  should  be. 
have  only  to  express  my  regret,  that  circumstances 
lave  taken  place  which  have  for  so  long  a  period  de- 
lyed  the  right  of  the  parties  who  are  entitled  to 
ecover  the  amount  of  the  bond. 

I  pronounce  for  the  bond,  with  the  costs. 


VOLCANO.     M^Illwaine.  ,,, , 

6th  July, 

PHIS  was  a  proceeding  in  a  cause  of  damage,  pro-  Coromander  of 
moted  by  the  owners  of  the  brig  Helen  against  condem°ned  ^llft 
le  commander  of  her  Majesty's  steam  ship  the  Vol-  ^\"^  ^fh^^^ni. 

mo.  sion  having  beea 

The  Admiralty  Proctor  having  appeared  by  autho-  his  anchoriog 
ty  of  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty  on  behalf  of  the  T.g^V^t^' 
►mmander  of  the  steamer,  an  act  on  petition  was  *J^^ jjf ^'(jf  *n f 
ven  in,  in  substance  stating  that  the  Helen,  of  116  one  anchor 
ns,  whilst  in  the  prosecution  of  a  voyage  from  Ca-  ther  being 
aea  to  Glasgow,  upon  the  27th  February,  1839,  was  ZSuouaat 
iven  by  stress  of  weather  and  compelled  to  anchor  *^«  ^"«' 

Mahomet's  Bay,  on  the  coast  of  Spain.  That 
out  noon  on  the  following  day  the  Volcano,  with  a 
111  and  passengers  from  Malta,  was  likewise  com- 
lled  to  seek  shelter  in  the  same  bay,  and  having 
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1844.       taken  up  a  berth  about  two  cables'  length  to  wind 

-^  ward  of  the  Helen,  she  came  to  anchor  with  he 

Vol^'no.  snoiall  bower  anchor  alone  and  a  chain  cable  an  ind 
and  a  quarter  thick.  That  a  hurricane  having  arisei 
during  the  night,  the  Volcano  broke  her  anchor  ani 
drifted  athwart  the  hawse  of  the  Helen,  whereby  thi 
two  vessels  were  brought  into  collision,  and  the  Hdei 
was  so  severely  damaged  that  she  eventually  sunk 
That  the  collision  was  solely  and  entirely  occasiona 
by  the  mismanagement  and  misconduct  of  the  Vol 
cano,  &c. 

The  case  was  argued  on  behalf  of  the  commandei 
of  the  Volcano,  by 

The  Queen's  Advocate  and  Phillimore,  A.  A. 

Addains  and  Blake^  contrk. 

Per  Curiam. — Dr.  Lushington. 
It  has  been  urged,  gentlemen,  in  the  argument  at 
the  bar,  that  this  collision  has  already  been  inquited 
into  by  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty, 
and  also  by  the  admiral  upon  the  station  where  the 
occurrence  took  place,  and  that  the  subsequent  pro- 
motion of  Lieutenant  M'lUwaine  clearly  shows  thai 
in  the  opinion  of  competent  judges  no  unseamanlike 
conduct  is  to  be  attributed  to.  the  commander  of  the 
Volcano.  Gentlemen,  it  is  my  duty  to  inform  you, 
that  in  this  investigation  we  must  be  guided  entirely 
by  the  facts  disclosed  in  the  evidence ;  and  we  must 
in  no  degree  be  influenced  by  any  previous  inquiry 
that  may  have  been  made,  or  the  opinions  which 
may  have  been  formed  by  any  individuals  whatever. 
The  cause  comes  before  this  Court  with  the  approba- 
tion of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  Admiralty  for 
a  just  and  impartial  decision,  and  it  is  obviously  im- 
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dble  that  we  can  be  in  any  manner  guided  by  the      J^^j^ 

dderation  of  circumstances  that  may  have  oc-  "^'— r — — 

ed  elsewhere ;  still  more  is  it  impossible  for  us  to      Vouuvd. 

w  the  promotion  of  lieutenent  M'lllwaine  to  have 

influence  upon  our  decision;  that  is  a  circum- 

le  entirely  out'  of  this  case,  and  dependent  upon 

iderations  with  which  we  have  nothing  whatever 

).    I  will  now,  gentlemen,  very  shortly  advert  to 

3r  two  points  in  the  case  which  relate  to  the  con- 

of  the  Helen,  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cause* 

ipears  that  when  the  steam  ship  Volcano  entered 

)ay,  the  Helen  had  already  taken  up  her  position 

sras  anchored  by  her  best  bower  anchor ;  it  also 

er  appears  that,  conceiving  her  to  be  in  a  situa- 

:>{  safety,  the  greater  part  of  the  crew  were  below 

e  time,  and  one  man  alone  is  said  to  have  been 

ipon  deck.     This  circumstance  was  much  com- 

ed  upon  in  the  argument,  but  in  my  view  of  it 

I  have  no  material  bearing  upon  the  question  we 

ailed  upon  to  determine,  because,  assuming  the 

0  be  so,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  the  colHsion 
b  afterwards  took  place  does  not  appear  to  have 

1  from  any  thing  which  was  done  or  left  undone 
e  part  of  the  Helen.  Another  charge  has  also 
made  against  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Helen 
respect  to  their  conduct  in  not  going  back  to 
vessel  after  the  collision  had  occurred.  In  one 
e  affidavits  brought  in  on  behalf  of  Captain 
waine,  this  refusal  on  their  part  to  return  to 
ship  has  been  designated  in  strong  terms  as  das- 
r  and  cowardly  conduct.     Looking  to  the  evi- 

!  which  is  before  me,  I  confess  that  I  am  unable 
cede  to  any  such  conclusion.  It  is  stated  by 
in  M*Illwaine  himself,  that  at  the  period  when 
)Ilision  took  place  the  wind  blew  a  perfect  hur- 
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6ii^j*/        ricane,  and  that  the  sea  was  one  mass  of  foam.    ] 
— - —  be  so,  I  cannot  but  think  that  it  is  perfectly  n 

Volcano,  and  prudent  on  the  part  of  the  crew  of  the  '. 
that  they  should  not,  for  the  mere  purpose,  as 
derstand  it,  of  saving  their  clothes,  have  attemp 
regain  their  own  vessel,  which  had  suffered  so  se^ 
under  the  circumstances  stated.  It  is  moreovei 
observed,  that  even  assuming  they  were  dispoc 
make  the  attempt,  there  is  no  evidence  to  shoi 
they  possessed  at  their  command  any  conveyan 
so  doing.  Dismissing  therefore  from  further 
deration  the  objections  which  have  been  mad( 
respect  to  the  conduct  of  the  Helen,  let  us  no^ 
sider  the  conduct  of  the  persons  on  board  the  Vo 
and  the  questions,  gentlemen,  which  I  shall  ultii 
refer  to  you  with  respect  to  this  vessel,  will  1 
following:  1st,  whether,  considering  the  state 
weather  and  the  position  which  the  Helen  ha< 
viously  taken  up,  the  Volcano  was  brought  to  i 
in  a  proper  place;  and,  2ndly,  whether  at  a  svhsu 
period  after  the  steam  ship  was  so  anchored, 
precautions  and  fitting  measures  were  adopted  i 
security  of  all  parties.  If  you  should  be  of  o 
either  that  the  anchorage  was  improperly  tak 
by  the  Volcano  in  the  first  instance,  or  that 
quently  thereto  another  and  a  larger  anchor  ou 
have  been  dropped,  in  either  of  these  cases  it  w 
low  that  the  blame  must  be  imputed  to  the 
and  crew  of  the  Volcano,  and  the  damages  mi 
pronounced  for.  If  on  the  other  hand  you  sh 
of  opinion  that  all  ordinary  and  seamanlike  p 
tion  was  observed,  and  that  the  accident  arose  b 
from  the  violence  of  the  squall  which  came 
blow,  then  the  collision  will  be  cleariy  the  res 
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inevitable  accident,  and  the  party  proceeded  against        is**- 
will  be  entitled  to  his  dismissal.  • ~- — 

Now,  in  proceeding  to  investigate  these  points  in  the  voI^*ko, 
case,  1  shall,  gentlemen,  content  myself  with  bringing 
under  your  notice  Captain  M'lUwaine's  own  state- 
ment, which  he  swears  to  be  true ;  and  I  will  not  refer 
you  to  any  of  the  opposing  evidence,  excepting  those 
statements  in  the  act  on  petition  which  are  not  in  any 
way  contradicted  on  the  part  of  the  Volcano.  This 
mode  of  conducting  the  inquiry  will,  I  apprehend,  be 
in  every  respect  least  capable  of  exception  on  the  part 
of  Captain  M'lUwaine  himself,  and  whatever  may  be 
your  opinion  upon  the  evidence  so  brought  to  your 
notice,  it  will,  I  conceive,  be  impossible  for  Captain 
MlUwaine  to  say  that  the  decision  is  not  at  all  events 
founded  upon  an  impartial  consideration  of  the  case. 

The  first  document  to  which  I  must  call  your  atten- 
tion is  a  letter  written  by  Captain  M^Illwaine,  and 
dated  from  Carthagena  the  very  day  after  the  collision 
took  place,  in  which  letter  Lieutenant  M^IUwaine,  after 
stating  that  the  Volcano,  in  consequence  of  stormy  and 
tempestuous  weather,  was  compelled  to  seek  for  shel- 
ter in  Mahomet's  Bay,  describes  the  occurrence  in 
the  following  words  —he  says,  "  observing  several 
sniall  vessels  lying  in  the  bay  of  Mahomet,  about  ten 
niiles  to  the  N.N.E.  of  the  Cape,  I  ran  in  and  anchored 
in  sixteen  fathoms,  and  veered  to  sixty,  the  wind  being 
offshore,  we  rode  perfectly  easy  until  midnight."  In 
a  subsequent  statement,  bearing  date  12th  June,  1838, 
he  again  says,  "  that  he  anchored  the  Volcano  about 
two  cables'  length  on  the  starboard  bow  of  a  brig, 
several  other  vessels  being  at  anchor  in  the  bay." 
The  question  here  arises,  was  this  a  right  or  a  wrong 
position  for  the  Volcano  to  take  up  under  the  circum- 
^ces  ?     It  is  expressly  alleged  in  the  act  on  petition 
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1844.       on  behalf  of  the  Helen,  that  although  there  were  a 
^  ^''^^' —  few  other  small  vessels  at  anchor  in  the  bay,  yet  they 
Volca'no.     ^^^  ^  ^^  them  anchored  at  a  considerable  distance 
from  the  brig,  and  that  none  were  anchored  so  as  to 
prevent  the  Volcano  from  anchoring  elsewhere  than 
to  windward  of  the  Helen. 

As  this  averment  in  the  act  on  petition  is  not  de* 
nied  in  the  answer  on  behalf  of  Lieutenant  M*I11- 
waine,  it  must  be  taken  as  an  admitted  &ct  in  the 
case  that  there  was  a  sufficient  anchorage  room  in  the 
bay  for  the  Volcano  to  have  selected  a  different  an- 
chorage, without  putting  other  vessels  in  a  state  of 
jeopardy.     The  first  question  then  for  your  decision, 
gentlemen,  will  be,  whether  or  no  the  position  takea 
up  by  the  Volcano  was  a  right  position  ?     There  is  you 
will  observe  some  little  difference  between  the  state- 
ment of  Captain  IVPIUwaine  and  that  of  the  Helen  ia 
the  following  particular,  viz.,  that  the  owners  of  the 
Helen  allege  that  the  Volcano  anchored  direcdyto 
windward  of  the  Helen,  whilst  the  owners  of  the  Vol- 
cano, without  directly  denying  that  she  did  so  anchor 
to  windward,  state  that  she  anchored  on  the  star- 
board bow ;  from  this  it  has  been  inferentially  con- 
tended by  the  counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Volcano,  that 
she  could  not  have  anchored  directly  to  windward  of 
the  Helen.     This  inference  is,  I  apprehend,  substan- 
tially a  true  one.     At  the  same  time  I  would  call  to 
your  attention,  that  the  denial  on  the  part  of  the  Vol- 
cano is  unaccompanied  by  any  averment  as  to  how 
many  points  she  was  so  anchored  on  the  starboard 
bow  of  the  Helen.     It  must  then,  gentlemen,  be  ma^ 
ter  for  your  consideration  what  effect  is  to  be  attri- 
buted to  this  contradiction  on  the  part  of  the  Helen. 
Looking  to  the  manner  in  which  the  collision  took 
place,  and  also  to  the  statement  as  to  the 
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alteration  in  the  wind,  it  will  be  for  you  to  determine        ^^^ 


M  July. 


from  the  circumstance8  of  the  case,  how  many  points 
OD  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Helen  it  is  probable  that     volca'ho. 
the  Volcano  was  anchored ;  it  will  also  be  for  you 
further  to  determine  whether,  considering  the  state  of 
the  wind  and  weather,  she  was  not  bound  to  have  se- 
lected another  and  a  different  anchorage  when  it  was 
practicable  for  her  to  have  done  so.     The  weather, 
you  will  remember,  had  been  tempestuous  for  several 
days  preceding,  and  it  is  admitted  by  Captain  M'lU- 
waine,  that  the  wind  was  off  the  land  and  blew  strong 
in  squalls,  a  circumstance  which,  in  my  view  of  it, 
must  have  induced  the  expectation  that  the  squalls 
might  by  possibility  increase,  and  should  at  the  same 
time  have  also  suggested  the  propriety  of  taking  every 
pi'ecaution  to  prevent  their  evil  consequences  and 
effects.     I  now  come,  gentlemen,  to  the  second  point 
m  the  case  for  your  consideration,  viz.,  whether  in 
the  mode  of  anchoring  the  steam  vessel,  and  at  a  sub- 
sequent period  thereto,  proper  precaution  was  adopted 
for  the  common  safety  of  the  two  vessels.     The  Vol- 
cano, it  is  admitted,  was  a  vessel  of  720  tons  burthen, 
and  according  to  the  statement  of  Captain  M'lUwaine 
himself,  it  is  represented  that  she  was  anchored  by 
her  small  bower  anchor,  weighing  only  about  16  cwt. 
Now  laying  out  of  consideration  the  affidavit  of  Mr. 
Courtney  as  to  what  ought  to  be  the  weight  of  an 
aochor  of  a  vessel  of  a  certain  tonnage,  and  equally 
lajdng  out  of  consideration  any  opinion  which  may 
have  been  entertained  by  the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty 
or  other  persons  upon  the  matter  in  question,  you  will 
decide  for  yburselves,  gentlemen,  whether  under  the 
circumstances  in  which  the  vessel  was  placed,  she 
ought  to  have  anchored  and  remained  at  anchor  with 
only  an  anchor  of  the  weight  mentioned — in  other 
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1844.  words,  whether  it  would  not  have  been  a  more  sea- 
^*'^''^^'  manlike  and  proper  precaution  to  have  dropped  a 
VoLCA*  o  s^oiid  and  a  larger  anchor.  It  appears,  indeed,  that 
at  midnight,  in  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  wea- 
ther, a  consultation  was  actuaUy  held  between  tk 
commander  and  the  other  officers  of  the  Volcano  iipcm 
this  very  subject,  viz.,  the  expediency  of  dropping  a 
second  anchor ;  but  they  were  of  opinion  that  there 
was  no  immediate  necessity  for  their  so  doing ;  at  the 
same  time  they  state  that,  in  order  to  be  prepared  for 
any  unforeseen  contingency,  a  second  anchor  was  pre- 
pared and  got  ready  to  be  dropped,  thereby  in  effect 
acknowledging  the  possibility  of  such  contingency 
occurring.  It  was  argued  strongly  by  her  Majesty's 
Advocate  upon  this  point  in  the  case,  that  in  so  di- 
recting a  second  anchor  to  be  got  ready,  the  com- 
mander of  the  Volcano  did  all  that  was  required  of 
him  at  the  moment,  and  that  under  the  circumstances 
the  laying  out  a  second  anchor  would  have  been  un- 
necessary 9  and  if  unnecessary,  unseamanlike,  the  small 
bower  anchor,  notwithstanding  the  prevalence  of  the 
wind,  having  held  them  in  safety  during  the  entire 
day.  How  far  there  was  an  immediate  necessity  or 
otherwise  for  dropping  the  second  anchor  is  not  the 
real  question  in  this  case ;  the  question  is,  whether  it 
would  not  have  been  a  prudent  and  proper  precaution 
to  have  done  so.  I  do  not  mean  that  you  are  to 
strain  the  matter,  but  considering  the  facts  of  the  case 
with  reference  to  the  position  of  the  Helen,  the  state 
of  the  wind,  and  all  the  circumstances,  you  will  have 
to  determine  how  far  it  was  a  measure  which  men 
acquainted  with  nautical  affairs  ought  in  ordinary 
prudence  to  have  adopted.  Upon  the  whole  theni 
gentlemen,  I  will  thank  you  to  assist  me  with  your 
opinion,  whether  or  no  there  was  a  want  of  due  pt^ 
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ition,  and  a  departure  from  proper  seamanlike  con-        ^^j^* 

^.,  ^  111  111  SthJuty. 

ct  m  the  measures  pursued  and  adopted  by  the 

nmander  of  the  Volcano  upon  the  present  occasion.     Volcano. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  the  Vol- 
10  was  to  blame  in  the  position  she  originally  took 
>  and  also  in  not  letting  out  more  cable,  and  in  not 
ting  go  a  second  anchor. 

Damage  pronounced  for. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  an  affidavit  was 
)ught  in  in  exception  to  the  testimony  of  one  of  the 
fcnesses  on  behalf  of  the  Helen,  and  the  admission 
this  affidavit  was  opposed,  as  being  a  novel  attempt 
d  altogether  unprecedented  in  proceedings  by  act 
petition,  &c.  The  Court  suspended  the  admission 
the  affidavit,  stating,  that  if  it  should  ultimately 
m  out  that  the  merits  of  the  case  would  be  essen- 
Uy  affected  by  the  evidence  of  the  individual  ex- 
pted  to,  it  would  be  then  time  to  determine  the 
indple  how  far  such  affidavits  in  cases  by  act  on 
tition  were  admissible  or  not. 


THE  PLYM. 


7th  Augutt. 


His  was  originally  a  cause  of  possession  civil  and  Appiictiion  to 

maritime,  promoted  and  brought  on  the  7th  June,  ^nJe\n  a*"' 
t2,  by  John  Frederick  Bamikel,  as  sole  owner  and  "ad  ^^n  di!!''''' 
^prietor  of  the  above  named  vessel,  ag:ainst  the  said  ^^^  *<>  >"°«  , 

11  11  1    ^        •  ^       1       ^^^  Donptyment 

sel,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and  also  ofcosuint 
Unst  William  Wood  the  mortgagee  thereof,  inter-  i'on?Jporihe*' 
Ung  for  his  interest  therein.    The  party  proceeding  Eg**a^|iu  of 
iducted  his  own  cause  up  to  the  14th  of  February,  the  proccedinw 

I  o        1  1  •  1  tr*  1  •'      in  Ihe  original 

13,  when,  upon  his  prayer  to  that  effect,  he  was  cause,  the  party 
fitted  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis,  and  counsel  and  wcd^JS^foma 
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7ifcl?«**ir     P^^^^^  ^®^®  assigned  to  him.    On  the  24th  of  Maidi 

'—  the  judge  dismissed  the  suit  and   condemned  Mr. 

Plym .       Bamikel  in  the  costs.     On  the  5th  of  May,  the  bill 
panperif  ;3odiy,  of  costs  of  Mr.  Wood's  proctoF  was  taxed  at  £43; 

that  the  writ  of  j  •  .  i  i  »r 

aumcbment  was  and  a  monitiou  to  pay  the  same  was  served  on  Mr. 
•d7bwngad^^  Bamikel,  and  returned  into  court  on  the  7th  of  June. 
i^J^/ofoTe  ^^  *^^  27th  of  June,  1843,  an  attachment  issued  in 
Qoeea't  Bench  default  of  payment  of  the  above  bill  of  costs,  and  Mr. 
^    ,. ' .  Bamikel  was  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  keeper 

jected.  ot  the  Quecu  s  Pnson. 

an  attachmeDt  Mr.  Bamikel  in  person  moved  to  discharge  this 
cJjTrt  for^'/oi^.*  ^^t»  contending  1st,  that  he  ought  not  to  have 
payment  of       been  Condemned  in  the  costs  of  the  suit ;  2nd,  that 

cosu,  the  Court  ^,  ,  j  .        -  ^  .  '  ' 

haa  no  power  to  the  addrcss  m  the  warrant  of  committal  was  wrong. 

iu?Sroe*nt?'*     5  &  6  Vict.  C.  22. 
saving  upon 

fa'ting^Vthe  '*'      Dr.  Addams,  contra. 

manner  in  which 

cuted."*  ^""  Judgment.— i>r.  Lushington. 

This  is  an  application  to  supersede  an  attachment^ 
which  issued  some  time  since  against  the  applicant 
for  nonpayment  of  certain  costs  in  which  he  has  been 
condemned.  It  is  necessary,  in  the  first  instance,  \fi 
consider  what  authority  this  Court  has  to  act  in  this 
matter,  and  also  to  be  careful  not  to  take  into  con- 
sideration any  matters  which  may  not  properly  be 
entered  into.  The  21st  section  of  the  3  &  4  Vict.  c. 
65,  provides,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawftil  for  the  judge 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  to  order  the  discharge 
of  any  person  who  shall  be  in  custody  for  contempt 
of  the  said  court  for  any  cause  other  than  for  nonpay- 
ment of  money."  It  follows  from  this  exception, 
that,  in  cases  falling  directly  within  it,  I  have  no 
discretion  whatever,  but  must  govern  myself  by  the 
strict   rules  of  law  prevailing  antecedently  to  the 
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passing  of  this  act.  Upon  what  grounds  then,  prior  1844. 
to  the  passing  of  this  act,  had  the  judge  of  the  High  — — "^"'^ 
Court  of  Admiralty  jurisdiction  to  supersede  an  at-  pi^"^ 
tachment  issued  in  aid  of  a  decree  ?  I  apprehend 
solely  and  only  on  grounds  relating  to  the  manner  in 
which  the  writ  is  executed.  This  disposes  of  a  large 
part  of  the  objection  which,  in  the  first  instance,  has 
been  addressed  to  the  court  by  Mr.  Bamikel.  I  am 
not  at  liberty  to  enter  into  the  previous  history  of 
this  cause,  except  for  the  purpose  of  taking  a  clear 
view  of  the  circumstances  which  led  to  the  attach- 
ment. The  suit  was  commenced  by  Mr.  Bamikel 
on  the  7th  of  June,  1842 ;  it  was  a  cause  of  possession, 
which  from  that  time  went  on  in  a  very  irregular 
manner ;  it  was  long  delayed,  indeed  nothing  was 
done  from  that  time  until  the  month  of  February, 
1843.  On  the  14th  of  February  Mr.  Bamikel  prayed 
to  be  and  was  admitted  to  sue  in  forma  pauperis, 
and  having  taken  the  usual  and  necessary  oath, 
counsel  and  a  proctor  were  assigned  him.  In  March, 
1843,  the  cause  was  heard,  and  the  Court  made  the 
following  decree :  "  It  dismissed  the  said  William 
Wood  (Stokes's  party)  from  all  further  observance  of 
justice  in  this  cause;  dismissed  the  bail  given  on 
l^^half  of  the  said  William  Wood  from  the  liabilities 
'^y  them  entered  into,  and  from  all  further  observance 
^f  justice  in  this  cause,  and  condemned  the  said  John 
Frederick  Bamikel  in  the  costs."  Now  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  have  no  power  or  authority  whatever 
*^  review  that  judgment,  pronounced  so  far  back  as 
^arch,  1843 ;  and  that,  if  that  judgment  be  erro- 
^^us,  the  only  remedy  is  by  appeal  to  the  Judicial 
Committee.  But,  in  fact,  no  attempt  is  now  made  to 
^peach  the  decree ;  it  is  not  alleged  that  Mr.  Bar- 
'^el  ought  not  to  have  been  condemned  in  those 
^^ts,  on  the  ground  of  his  being  a  pauper  at  the  time 
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1844.  that  decree  was  pronounced.  I  have  no  doubt,  if 
ithAugutt.  ^j^^^  objection  had  been  urged,  that  I  could  not  have 
PlyL.  refused  to  condemn  him  in  the  costs  incurred  ante- 
cedently and  up  to  the  time  when  he  was  admitted 
to  sue  as  a  pauper.  How  otherwise  could  this  court 
administer  justice  to  the  party  improperly  sued? 
A  bill  of  costs  was  porrected  by  the  proctor  for  Mr. 
Wood,  and  taxed  by  the  registrar  at  £43 ;  and  not  a 
word  has  been  said  in  objection  to  that  bilL  A  mo- 
nition was  taken  out,  served,  and  returned,  and  I  was 
placed  under  the  necessity,  it  was  my  duty  ex  debito 
Justiciae,  of  ordering  an  attachment  to  issue.  I  con- 
ceive, therefore,  that  any  objection  arising  out  of  Mr. 
Bamikel  having  been  admitted  to  sue  as  a  pauper, 
and  that  a  part  of  this  bill  of  costs  extends  over  the 
time  during  which  he  was  suing  in  forma  pauperis, 
to  be  an  objection  which  it  is  not  competent  for  me 
now  to  adjudicate  upon.  I  may  say  fiarther,  that  if 
the  question  had  been  raised  at  the  proper  time, 
although  I  should  have  been  strongly  against  giving 
such  portion  of  the  costs  as  was  incurred  after  the 
14th  of  February,  I  do  not  go  the  length  of  saying 
that  it  would  not  have  been  perfectly  competent  to 
this  Court  to  have  extended  the  costs  over  the  whole 
period  of  the  cause.  The  second  objection  involves  a 
question  of  much  greater  difficulty,  viz.  the  objection 
to  the  endorsement  upon  the  vmt,  which  is  in  tlie 
following  terms :  (Court  here  read  the  endorsement 
and  proceeded  to  observe), — It  has  been  argued  by 
Dr.  Addams,  that  in  case  the  attachment  should  be 
illegal  and  void  by  reason  of  the  terms  in  which  the 
attachment  had  been  directed  to  the  marshal  of  the 
Queen's  Prison,  that  it  would  be  competent  to  the 
Court  to  amend  the  error  by  issuing  a  fresh  attach- 
ment against  Mr.  Bamikel.  That  is  a  question  which 
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am  not  prepared  to  enter  into  at  the  present  mo-     7^^^^' 

lent ;  and  with  regard  to  the  objection  itself,  as  it  is ] 

lie  of  considerable  importance  involving  the  liberty  plym. 
Pthe  subject,  I  must  take  further  time  before  I  de- 
de  upon  it.  I  will  transmit  to  the  registrar  the 
•der  which  I  shall  be  inclined  to  make. 
The  judge  having  subsequently  considered  the  va- 
dity  of  the  last  objection,  declined  to  supersede  the 
techment,  or  to  order  the  release  of  Mr.  Bamikel. 


PHIS 


THE  TWO  FRIENDS.  ,, ,,     ^ 

5(A  November. 

was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  the  ^'heciewoft 
owners  and  crew  of  the  John  Blake  for  services  having  uken  to 
ndered  to  this  vessel.  making  fo'/the 

The  circumstances  of  the  case,  which  were  some-  ^^^l^  ano*ihe" 
bat  peculiar,  are  fully  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  vcsiei  also 

e  Court.  abandoned  by 

the  crew. 

For  the  salvors.  Haggard  and  Elphinstone.  t"rJ^Mbe  *^ 

For  the  owners,  QueerCs  Advocate  and  White.         getting  her  off 

and  bringing 
JUDQMENT. — Dr.  LushingtOn.  Eng'Sndf  *A 

This  case  is  in  some  respects  attended  with  peculiar  c'«»m  to  panici- 
trumstances,  more  especially  in  the  following  par-  J^V^tu^by' 
ttlar:  viz.  that  the  asserted  salvors,  with  regard  to  {heJ^Uo^ 
eir  own  vessel,  had  experienced  a  misfortune  very  ^Jl^^^tnwd 
oilar  to  that  which  had  befallen  the  vessel  which  upon  the  grouid 

.     ,  •      ^        T        '11  'J         •      that  the  salfura 

now  proceeded  against.     1  will  now  consider,  m  were  enabled  to 
5  first  instance,  what  had  occurred  to  the  vessel,  I^^^^tei^' 
3  Two  Friends,  antecedent  to  the  time  when  the  JJ^^jJ^^^j^* 
rsons  from  the  John  Blake  fell  in  with  her.     It  use  of  his  com- 
pears that  she  was  originally  bound  on  a  voyage  fhaiiomeofthe 
m  Newport  to  the  island  of  St.  Thomas,  but  her  "^^^J^^  **" 
^tmation   having  been   subsequently   changed   in  ii^oo  awarded 
Vol.  II.  B  B 
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1844.  consequence  of  the  state  of  the  markets  m 
i? — ^a^a^  island,  she  was  proceeding  for  the  Havannah,  ti 
Two  Fbiwds.  ^P^^  ^^^  27th  of  February  last,  she  struck  up 
to  the  aetaai  Tock,  off  which  shc  floated,  but  unfortunately  a 
o^iheowDw**"  struck  upon  another  rock  in  the  neighbourl 
rejecied.  jj^j*  crew,  having  remained  by  her  until  the  i 

left  the  vessel  in  two  of  her  boats  for  the  purpo 
procuring  assistance  from  the  Havannah,  and 
made  accordingly  for  that  place,  where  they  an 
upon  the  5th  of  March.  Considering  what  occi 
subsequently,  I  think  it  is  not  of  very  great  im] 
ance  to  pursue  an  inquiry  whether  at  the  time 
quitted  the  Two  Friends  the  master  and  crew  of 
vessel  entertained  any  rational  expectation  of 
eventual  rescue  from  the  dangerous  position  in  ^ 
she  was  placed.  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  when 
reached  the  Havannah,  they  were  unable,  even 
the  assistance  of  the  consignees,  to  induce  any 
son  to  embark  in  the  enterprise  of  going  out  t( 
assistance,  and  in  consequence  thereof  the  vesse 
in  point  of  fact  become  entirely  and  altogether  a 
doned.  Let  us  now  advert  to  the  case  of  the , 
Blake.  She  was  bound,  it  appears,  on  a  voyage 
Colombia  to  Cork,  to  call  at  Falmouth  for  or 
She  sailed  from  Cape  Antonio  or  Cuba  on  her  h( 
ward  course,  and  upon  the  6th  of  March  last,  i 
about  thirty  or  forty  miles  from  Cape  Antonio,  sh' 
on  to  a  reef  of  rocks,  ofi*  which  she  subsequ 
floated,  and  again  struck  and  became  fixed. 
stated  in  the  protest  and  affidavit  of  the  mautei 
crew,  that  after  forty-eight  hours  exertion  they 
forced  to  abandon  her ;  and  it  would  seem  thai 
abandonment  actually  took  place  upon  the  9t 
March,  when  they  left  the  vessel  in  the  long  boi 
jolly  boat,  having  secured  a  sufficiency  of  proviJ 
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and  some  sails  and  a  compass,  and  having  further        ^^^' 

provided  themselves  with  two  coils  of  rope  for  the  -; 

purpose  of  saving  their  lives.  Whilst  making  for  the  Two  Fbisnds. 
island  of  Cuba,  they  fell  in  with  the  Two  Friends  in 
the  then  abandoned  state  to  which  I  have  already  re- 
ferred. Having  boarded  her,  as  they  state,  they  found 
her  with  two  anchors  down.  These  anchors  they 
weighed,  and  threw  overboard  part  of  the  cargo  of  the 
vessel,  and  finally  they  got  the  vessel  to  sea,  pursuing 
a  course  towards  England,  because  they  had  no  in- 
fonnation  as  to  the  destination  of  the  vessel ;  and  from 
the  inscription  on  the  stern,  they  were  led  to  suppose 
that  she  belonged  to  the  island  of  Jersey.  I  may 
here  observe,  that  in  so  doing,  these  persons  adopted 
a  wise  and  proper  course  under  the  circumstances  in 
which  they  were  placed.  They  set  out  further  in  their 
protest,  in  rather  figurative  terms,  the  reason  of  their 
determination  to  adopt  this  course.  "  They  did  it," 
they  say,  "  for  the  benefit  of  the  ship  and  cargo  and 
of  all  persons  interested  in  the  same,  and  for  the  pre- 
servation of  their  own  lives ;  and  they  did  so  after 
having  with  the  deepest  deliberation  and  concern 
considered  what  was  the  best  course."  From  this 
statement  it  would  appear  that  there  were  a  variety 
of  motives  which  induced  them  to  adopt  the  plan  they 
finally  pursued,  viz.  the  safety  of  the  vessel  and 
cargo,  and  the  preservation  of  their  own  lives.  It  is 
indeed  stated  subsequently  in  the  act  on  petition,  and 
ako  m  an  affidavit,  that  they  might  have  reached  the 
Wand  of  Cuba  in  safety ;  be  it  so ;  the  Court  must 
8till  recollect  the  undoubtedly  dangerous  spot  they 
^ere  in  with  their  boats,  and  at  a  distance  according 
*o  their  own  statement  of  about  thirty-five  miles  from 
tke  port  which  they  were  desirous  of  reaching.     The 
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1844.       Two  Friends  havinff  been  thus  got  off,  pursued  har 

"  voyage  to  England,  and  arrived  at  Dartmouth  upon 

Two  FwiNM.  the  20th  of  April,  having  encountered,  as  it  is  alleged, 
some  bad  weather  in  her  voyage.  The  value  of  tk 
property  is  £1237,  from  which  sum  of  course  a  de- 
duction must  be  made  on  account  of  a  claim  which 
is  preferred  by  the  Admiralty  Proctor,  in  having  iD 
the  first  instance  taken  possession  of  her  and  procuring 
a  valuation  thereof.  The  question  then  remains,  what 
amount  of  remuneration  is  due  to  the  persons  who  have 
thus  brought  the  vessel  home  in  safety  ?  I  am  most 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  is  beyond  all  doubt  a  ques- 
tion of  derelict ;  but  at  the  same  time  that  it  is  not 
a  case  of  any  very  peculiar  merit.  The  amount  of 
reward  to  be  allotted  in  case  of  derelict  it  is  well 
known  rests  entirely  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court 
In  a  very  early  case  Lord  Stowell  said,  "  The  amount 
of  remuneration  used  to  be  a  moiety,  but  that  prac- 
tice has  long  been  departed  from;  and  those  who 
have  sat  in  this  chair  have  for  a  length  of  time  de- 
termined that  they  will  apportion  the  reward  accord- 
ing to  the  merits  of  those  who  claim  to  be  salvors, 
not  exceeding  a  moiety  of  the  proceeds,  except  per- 
haps in  one  or  two  particular  cases.**  In  the  present 
instance  it  appears  to  me,  that  in  determining  what 
proportion  of  the  property  shall  be  allotted  as  salvage 
remuneration,  I  must  first  determine  who  are  entitled 
in  the  character  of  salvors  at  all ;  and  this  of  course 
involves  the  question  whether  the  claim  of  the  ownei 
of  the  John  Blake  can  be  in  any  manner  supported. 
What  are  the  grounds  upon  which  his  claim  is  rested  ? 
Not  upon  the  ground  most  undoubtedly  that  any 
actual  assistance  was  rendered  by  his  vessel,  because 
she  was  lost  and  abandoned  before  the  alleged  salvors 
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n  with  the  Two  Friends.     It  has  however  been        1844 

mded,  that  he  is  entitled  to  participate  upon  two  ^^^  '"' 

nds;  first,  upon  the  ground  that  the  assistance  twoFh*end». 
rendered  by  his  boats,  sails  and  compass ;  and 
idly,  because  two  or  three  of  his  apprentices  were 
;med  in  performing  the  service.  Now  really  I 
)t,  so  feir  as  my  recollection  serves  me,  remember 
;laim  resting  upon  so  slight  a  foundation  as  this. 
,  the  boats,  in  all  probability,  were  themselves 
I  by  the  circumstance  of  meeting  with  the  ship, 
t  would  have  become  of  these  boats  if  they  had 
net  with  the  vessel  ?  Either  they  might  have 
lost  in  attempting  the  passage  to  Cuba,  or  they 
J  have  been  left  at  Cuba,  and  have  been  totally 
less  and  unserviceable  to  their  owner.  With 
ct  to  the  two  coils  of  rope  and  the  compass, 
,  I  must  say,  are  matters  far  too  minute  to  lay 
)undation  of  a  claim  for  salvage.  Again,  with 
ct  to  the  apprentices,  I  at  once  decidedly  pro- 
ce  against  the  claim  of  the  owner  upon  any  such 
id.  I  consider  the  allotment  of  salvage  to  be 
sonal  reward,  bestowed  for  labour  and  skill,  dis- 
d  in  the  performance  of  a  certain  service ;  and 
aer  the  alleged  salvors  be  apprentices  or  not,  no 
person  has  a  right  to  interfere  in  that  property 
1  belongs  to  them.  Upon  the  whole  view  of  the 
thinking  this  was  a  case  as  truly  stated  by 
)ueen's  Advocate,  in  which  mutual  benefit  was 
ed  by  the  salvors  as  well  as  rendered  to  the 
I,  I  think  I  shall  allot  an  ample  amount,  if  I  de- 
to  them  the  sum  of  £300,  together  with  the 
of  the  proceedings. 
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m;L%.  SERHASSAN-P„^tes. 


SrcaTuw'*^?  X^^  petition  in  this  case  set  forth  that  H,M.  ship 
piratical  prabDs  of  wai  Dido,  Under  command  of  the  Honour- 

■pectofihJir  able  Captain  Keppel,  being  at  the  port  of  Singapore, 
■ut  e'ceo'i^*  a  notice  was  addressed  to  Captain  Keppel,  infbnning 
«•  ^^*  him  that  an  act  of  piracy  had  been  conunitted  on  a 

vessel  trading  to  Singapore  by  pirates  infesting  the 
coast  of  Borneo  and  Tanjong  Dattoo.  That  H.  M. 
ship  Dido  thereupon  sailed  from  Singapore,  and  having 
anchored  off  Tanjong  Assi,  on  the  north  west  coast 
of  Borneo,  the  pinnace  and  two  cutters  belongbg 
to  the  Dido  were  despatched,  under  the  command  of 
Lieutenant  Horton,  then  senior  lieutenant  of  the  ship, 
to  reconnoitre  for  pirates,  with  orders  to  proceed  first 
to  the  island  of  Mohrundun,  thence  to  the  Natunas 
islands,  about  forty  miles  distant,  and  thence  to  Sara- 
wack.  That  Mr,  S.  B.,  belonging  to  a  trading  esta- 
blishment at  Sarawack,  was  at  his  own  suggestion, 
by  reason  of  his  being  well  acquainted  with  the  Malay 
language,  and  his  general  local  experience,  taken  as 
a  passenger  in  the  pinnace.  That  on  the  morning  of 
the  10th  of  May,  1843,  on  the  boats  nearing  an 
island  called  Serhassan,  off  the  coast  of  Borneo,  six 
large  native  prahns  were  observed  rounding  a  point 
of  land  on  the  said  island,  and  approaching  the  boats 
with  loud  cries,  accompanied  by  the  beating  of  gongs 
and  other  indications  of  hostility ;  whereupon  Uea- 
tenant  Horton  directed  the  boats  to  form  and  advance 
abreast  towards  the  said  pralins,  and  having  ap- 
proached sufficiently  near,  Mr.  B.  hailed  the  prahns 
in  their  native  language,  demanding  their  purpose,  a 
flag  of  truce,  viz.  a  blue  ensign,  being  hoisted  and 
pendant,  and  the  gun  being  covered  with  a  coat 
That  the  prahns  notwithstanding  continued  to  ap- 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  355 

proach,  and  when  within  150  yards  commenced  firing  ^ ,  l^f^- 

^  '  _  ,  -^  t  ,  ^**  February. 

on  the  boats,  whereupon  a  contest  ensued  and  con-  — 

tinued  for  a  few  minutes,  when  one  of  the  large  Sbrbauak. 
prahns  (the  crew  whereof  had  fought  with  great 
bravery)  struck  her  colours  and  called  for  quarter, 
which  was  immediately  granted,  and  the  prahn  taken 
possession  of.  That  the  other  five  prahns  made  off 
for  the  shore  with  the  two  cutters  in  chase,  between 
whom  a  constant  fire  was  kept  up  until  the  prahns 
reached  the  shore,  when  they  were  instantly  aban- 
doned and  taken  possession  of  by  the  said  cutters. 
That  seven  or  eight  dead  bodies  were  found  on  board 
the  prahn  which  had  struck  to  the  pinnace,  as  also  at 
least  twenty-five  others  who  were  taken  and  secured. 
That  the  loss  of  life  on  board  the  five  other  prahns 
was  not  less  than  twenty-two  men,  forming  an  aggre- 
gate of  at  least  fifty-five  piratical  persons  either  taken 
and  secured  or  killed  in  action.  That  the  crew  of 
each  of  the  large  prahns  consisted  of  not  less  than 
thirty  men,  and  the  crew  of  the  smaller  prahns  of  not 
less  than  ten  men,  making  a  total  of  not  less  than 
one  hundred  and  twenty  men  who  were  alive  and  on 
hoard  such  piratical  vessels  at  the  beginning  of  the 
attack.  That  each  of  the  large  prahns  was  armed 
with  three  long  brass  swivels,  muskets,  spears  and 
knives,  and  the  smaller  prahns  with  small  firearms, 
spears  and  knives.  That  no  proceedings  were  taken 
^nst  the  pirates  who  had  been  captured,  and  who 
were,  after  a  time,  released,  after  having  expressed 
great  contrition  for  their  offence,  inasmuch  as  it  was 
deemed  expedient  by  Mr.  B.  and  Lieutenant  Horton 
to  spare  their  lives  after  the  severe  lesson  they  had 
deceived,  in  the  hope  that  in  the  event  of  a  shipwreck 
^Hicurring  off  the  coast,  they  would  be  less  actuated 
^y  revenge  to  perpetrate  the  cruelties  formerly  prac- 
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FrfIS*       *^^^  ^y  them,  having  assured  them  that  should  this 

ever  again  occur,  the  whole  of  the  island  would  be 

SEiiHAMAif.    destroyed  by  her  majesty's  vessels. 

Upon  this  statement  of  facts, 

Addams  moved  the  Court  to  pronounce  that  there 
were  on  board  the  said  piratical  prahns  one  hundred 
and  twenty  men  at  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  that  fifty-five  were  either  killed  or  taken,  and  to 
decree  the  higher  rate  of  bounty  for  the  same  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  49. 

The  motion  was  opposed  by  the  QueetCs  AdwcaUj 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  establish  the  fact  that  the  crews  of  the  prahns 
were  pirates,  so  as  to  entitle  the  crews  of  the  cuttew 
to  the  bounties  under  the  act. 

Per  Curiam. 

The  question  which  I  have  to  determine  is  whether 
or  not  the  attack  which  was  made  upon  the  British 
pinnace  and  the  two  other  boats  constituted  an  act  ol 
piracy  on  the  part  of  these  prahns,  so  as  to  bring 
the  persons  who  were  on  board  within  the  legal  de- 
nomination of  pirates. 

The  preamble  of  the  act  which  has  been  referred 
to  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  49,)  is  in  these  words  :  (Court  read 
the  preamble  of  the  act,  and  observed) — Now  in  mj 
apprehension  no  form  of  words  could  more  plainl) 
express  the  intention  of  the  legislature  than  the  tenni 
which  are  here  adopted.  The  import  of  them  is  ob- 
viously to  comprehend  all  acts  of  piracy  by  whom 
soever  committed,  and  to  declare  that  it  is  not  neces^ 
sary,  in  order  to  found  a  claim  to  the  bounties  givei 
by  the  statute,  that  the  attack  should  be  confined  t< 
persons  carrying  on  piracy  as  a  regular  occupation. 
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The  only  question  then  is,  was  the  attack  made  by        1846. 
the  persons  on  board  these  prahns  an  act  of  piracy  —    '^'"^- 
or  not  ?  Seiihaman. 

It  appears  that  every  effort  was  made  on  the  part 
of  Lieutenant  Horton  to  prevent  a  conflict  and  un- 
necessary bloodshed.  Signals  were  made,  and  other 
measures  were  adopted  for  this  purpose.  Yet  these 
persons,  regardless  of  the  consequences,  and  for  no 
reason  that  I  can  understand  to  justify  their  conduct, 
nevertheless  persisted  in  attacking  the  British  force. 
It  has  been  suggested  by  the  QtieerCs  Advocate  that 
the  attack  was  probably  unintentional,  and  that  the 
parties  who  made  it  might  not  have  been  able  to  dis- 
tmguish  the  British  flag.  It  is  utterly  impossible 
that  I  can  give  any  weight  to  such  a  suggestion.  It 
matters  not  that  they  may  possibly  have  entertained 
no  inclination  to  bring  themselves  in  conflict  with  the 
British  power ;  it  is  sufficient,  in  my  view  of  the 
qnestion,  to  clothe  their  conduct  with  a  piratical  cha- 
racter if  they  were  armed  and  prepared  to  commence 
a  piratical  attack  upon  any  other  persons. 

That  the  attack  was  premeditated  is  clearly  shown 
hy  the  fact  that  an  ambush  was  placed  on  shore  to 
cut  oflP  the  detachment,  in  case  they  should  land.  It 
can  make  no  difierence  whether  they  were  inhabitants 
of  that  or  any  other  island  ;  nor  can  it  be  imagined 
4at  the  title  of  pirate  attaches  solely  to  persons  fol- 
lowmg  an  avowed  piratical  occupation  upon  the  high 
^^  In  the  seas  where  this  transaction  took  place 
Aere  is  every  species  of  distinction  to  be  found. 
There  are,  for  example,  persons  who  carry  on  the  sole 
business  of  pirates,  and  whose  only  occupation  is  pi- 
^y.  There  are  others,  again,  who  resort  to  it  only 
^  fixed  and  particular  periods ;  whilst  others  are 
4ere  found,  who,  availing  themselves  of  contingent 
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1846.       circumstances,  show  a  piiatical  disr^aid  of  all  rights 
—  only  as  opportunities  &youiable  to  the  attempt  may 

Tbb 
Serhamah.      arise. 

Upon  the  whole  I  see  nothing  to  indnoe  me  to 
doubt  the  construction  of  the  statute  as  fitiily  apply- 
ing to  the  circumstances  of  this  particular  case.    1 
must,  therefore,  consider  that  the  act  has  made  it  my 
duty  to  pronounce  that  the  bounty  is  due.    In  so 
doing,  I  wish  it  to  be  understood  that  my  decisioa 
cannot  be  made  a  precedent  for  other  cases  of  the  kind 
where  the  circumstances  may  be  different.     Every 
one  of  these  cases  must  depend  upon  its  own  merits^ 
and  upon  the  locality  where  the  transaction  takes 
place. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  parties  before  the  Court 
are  entitled  to  the  bounties  which  they  claim.  It 
appears  that  there  were  one  hundred  and  twenty  pi- 
rates on  board  the  vessels  at  the  commencement  of 
the  conflict,  and  that  forty-five  were  captured  or  de- 
stroyed. For  these  they  are  entitled  to  the  higher 
rate  of  bounty. 

Court  awarded  accordingly. 


THE  PAULINE. 

Bth  March. 

A  vessel  which  JN  this  casc  the  Pauline,  a  French  vessel,  laden  with 
tlfhtn"^!^  a  cargo  of  wines  and  tobacco,  having  run  ashore 

water  mark  and  upou  the  Polc  Sand,  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  Exe, 
takl^D  fission  upon  the  27th  of  March,  1843,  was  abandoned  by 
fnd^theb^rd^if  her  crew,  and  upon  the  following  day  she  was  dis- 
the  manor,  not    covered  and  taken  possession  of  by  the  water  bailiff 

at  low  water,  n    -ry  ni«l  iTilf 

but  when  the     of  the  manor  of  Kenton,  of  which  manor  the  mti  oi 

tide  was  io  to       t\  •     i      j 

the  extent  of        DeVOll  IS  loru. 
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The  vessel  and  cargo  having  been  subsequently        1846. 
old  as  derelict  under  the  warrant  of  the  Court,  the     ^**  *'"'''*• 


)roceeds  were  brought  into  the  registry,  and  an  ap-      paI"  i. 
learance  was  given  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Wilkinson,  in  «>me  feet,  cod- 
^hom  it  was  alleged  vested  the  legal  ownership  of  d?(^ts  of  Admi- 
!ie  manor  and  royalty  of  Kenton,  and  who  claimed  Jj\*f;  lo^^i? 
le  said  proceeds  as  being  the  proceeds  of  property  ^-!^?!J?'?'J[^ 
landed  upon  the  manor  within  low- water  mark,  and  sale  thereof  m 
a  spot  left  high  and  dry  at  the  receding  of  the  tide,  rfwuM."*™ 
ereby  constituting  wreckum  maris.  j^ruldkition  of 

This  claim  was  resisted  by  the  Admiralty  Proctor,  **>?  Admiralty 
io  claimed  the  property  on  behalt  of  the  crown,  as  time  wbeo  the 
Dits  of  admiralty.  ^^^^r^ 

The  cause  was  argued  by  the  iariidicuoii 

<3  ^  01  the  common 

law  when  the 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Phillimore^  on  behalf  of  the  i^dii  left  dry. 
own. 

Addams  and  Bayford^  for  the  lord  of  the  manor. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  question  in  this  case  lies  between  the  crown,  as 
ititled  to  all  droits  of  Admiralty,  and  in  substance 
le  Earl  of  Devon,  claiming  as  lord  of  the  manor  and 
>yalty  of  Kenton,  and  asserted  grantee  of  all  wreck 
mnd  thereon.  The  nature  of  the  latter  claim  is  not 
ery  specifically  set  forth  in  the  proceedings  in  the 
iuse,  and  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  purpose  of  the 
iscussion  that  I  should  more  particularly  inquire 
ito  it,  because  by  the  consent  of  the  party  claim- 
ttt  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  law  officers  of 
le  crown,  the  claim  has  been  rested  upon  the  same 
oting  as  an  ordinary  claim  for  wreck.  The  question 
ten  resolves  itself  into  the  simple  question  whe- 
ler  the  property  in  this  vessel  be  wreckum  maris 
•  a  droit  of  Admiralty.     If  the  former,  the  lord  of 
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J  845. 
Sth  March. 

Thb 
Paulini. 


the  manor  is  clearly  entitled  ;  if  the  latter,  the  right 
-  of  the  crown  as  clearly  attaches.     With  respect  to 
priority  of  taking  possession  of  the  vessel,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  no  satisfactory  conclusion  can  be  drawn 
in  favour  of  either  party.     It  appears  to  me  that  the 
representatives  of  each  party  boarded  her  at  one  and 
the  same  moment ;  and  indeed  had  it  been  otherwise, 
I  do  not  conceive  that  this  circumstance  would  have 
been  of  any  importance  in  the  consideration  of  the 
case,  inasmuch  that  the  question  of  right  would,  I 
apprehend,  depend  not  upon  priority  of  seizure,  bat 
upon  the  nature  and  description  of  the  locality  where 
the  property  was  so  taken  possession  of.    What,  then., 
are  the  facts  of  the  case  ?     The  vessel,  it  is  alleged, 
was  taken  possession  of  upon  the  28th  of  March  last^ 
and  the  place  in  which  she  was  lying  at  the  time  is 
stated  on  behalf  of  the  lord  of  the  manor  to  be  within 
low-water  mark.     For  the  purpose  of  this  suit,  the 
counsel  for  the  crown  have  been  content  to  argue  the 
case  upon  the  assumption  that  the  locus  in  quo  was 
within  low- water  mark,  I  must,  therefore,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  at  least,  assume  the  fact  to  be  so.     I  may 
here  notice,  before  I  proceed  to  examine  further  into 
the  facts  of  the  case,  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  not 
alleged  to  be  within  the  body  of  the  county.    This, 
in  my  opinion,  is  an  important  circumstance  in  the 
case.     It  has  been  argued  indeed  that  the  lord  of 
the  manor  has  always  exercised  rights  over  the  place, 
not  only  as  to  wreck,  but  also  in  taking  payment  for 
ballast.     Assuming  the  fact  to  be  so,  I  do  not  see 
that  it  can  materially  affect  the  question  which  I  have 
to  decide.     If  it  had  been  alleged  and  proved  that 
the  locus  in  quo  was  within  the  body  of  a  county, 
most  assuredly  that  circumstance  would  have  had  the 
greatest  weight.     The  mere  fact,  however,  of  taking 
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payment  for  ballast,  standing  alone,  cannot,  I  con- 
ceive, have  any  material  bearing  upon  my  decision,  - 
because  it  is  obvious  that  such  a  claim  may  be  founded 
upon  the  assumption  that  the  sand  when  dry  was 
within  the  county,  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  the  sea 
shore  when  so  circumstanced. 

Looking  further  into  the  facts  of  the  case,  it  appears 
that  the  river  Exe  flows  between  the  sand  where  the 
vessel  was  lying,  and  the  actual  land  to  the  north- 
ward.   The  claim,  however,  is  not  derived  from  the 
possession  of  the  manor  on  that  part  of  the  Exe,  but 
of  another  manor,  which  extends  from  Powderham. 
Had  the  vessel  gone  ashore  at  Exmouth,  the  lord  of 
the  latter  manor  would,  even  if  entitled  to  the  bed  of 
the  river,  clearly  have  had  no  claim.     The  claim,  as 
I  understand  it,  is  strictly  founded  upon  the  assump- 
tion that  the  sand  in  question  forms  a  part  of  the 
shore  which  in  the  map  is  designated  as  the  "  War- 
ren,'' and  which  it  is  to  be  noticed  is  expressly  stated 
^^  the  chart  to  be  covered  with  water,  as  is  also  the 
land  approximating  to  the  Pole  Sands.     Now,  giving 
to  the   evidence   of  Lieutenant   Comeck,  who  has 
^Hade  an  affidavit  in  support  of  the  claim  of  the  lord 
of  the  manor,  the  utmost  effect  which  I  think  can  be 
fkirly  ascribed  to  it ;   I  will  assume  that  at  certain 
times  as  stated  by  Lieutenant  Comeck,  this  locus  in 
juo  is  left  dry  and  may  be  reached  by  persons  on  foot ; 
he  next  consideration  is,  what  was  the  actual  situa- 
lon  of  the  vessel  at  the  particular  time  when  she 
W33  taken  possession  of  by  Lieutenant  Comeck  only 
)n  behalf  of  the  lord  of  the  manor.    Upon  this  point 
;here  can,  I  think,  be  no  doubt  whatever.     It  is  dis- 
inctly  sworn  by  Lieutenant  Comeck  himself  that  the 
persons  who  boarded  the  vessel  were  in  a  boat,  and 
that  such  boat  was  floated  by  the  water.     It  is  ob- 
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Sth  March, 

The 
Paulins. 
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Btkmreh     ^^^®»  therefore,  that  she  was  not  t&kea  posa 

at  low  water,  but  when  the  tide  was  in  to  111 

Pauunb.  of  some  feet,  whether  more  or  less  is  of  no 
consequence.  It  is,  I  conceive,  equally  imma 
the  consideration  of  the  case,  whether  the  v€ 
actually  fixed  in  the  sand  at  the  time,  be 
would,  I  conceive,  be  impossible  to  hold  ths 
place  in  which  she  was  lying  she  could  have 
completely  and  perfectly  fixed  as  to  enable  s 
son  to  affirm  with  certainty  that,  if  left  to  her 
might  not  have  been  extricated  by  the  infli 
the  wind  and  waves.  Upon  this  state  of  fac 
now  called  upon  to  determine  to  whom  in  ] 
law  the  possession  of  the  property  legally  I 
and  in  forming  my  opinion  it  appears  to  me 
judgment  must  be  guarded  by  the  consii 
whether  at  the  time  and  place  in  question  tl 
diction  of  the  Admiralty  and  that  of  the  c 
law  attached.  Suppose,  for  instance,  that,  ] 
the  passing  of  the  statute,  a  felony  had  bee 
mitted  on  board  a  vessel  similarly  situaU 
the  vessel  in  this  case,  would  the  parties  ha 
tried  for  the  offence  at  the  Admiralty  Sessi( 
by  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty  as  under  the  t 
isting  state  of  the  law,  or  would  they  ha^^ 
amenable  to  the  process  of  the  common  law  1 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  jurisdiction  of  t 
miralty  would  have  prevailed,  and  for  the  fo 
reason,  viz.  that  the  place  was  not  within  tl 

f\T      i-V%t%      r^rx^-tTti-^T        oyi/^    Trrna      -r^rxi-      rlf^r        \\tt4-      *%r\'WTr\ym, 
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the  shore  is  covered  with  water;  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  common  law  when  the  land  is  left  dry.  The 
same  doctrine  has  also  been  cleariy  and  concisely 
stated  in  a  valuable  treatise  lately  published  by  Mr, 
Palmer  upon  Wreck ;  and  in  the  practice  of  the 
Court  the  doctrine  has  been  carried  out  in  the  de- 
mons of  Sir  John  NichoU  in  the  two  cases  which 
have  been  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument. 
In  whatever  way  then  I  examine  the  facts  of  this 
case  before  me,  either  with  reference  to  the  eariier 
authorities,  or  to  the  judgment  of  Sir  John  NichoU,  I 
am  led  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Sir  John  NichoU  in 
his  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Two  Casks  of  Tallow, 
viz.  that  it  is  my  duty  to  pronounce  against  the 
claim  which  is  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor  in  the  present  instance.  The  present  claim,  it 
is  to  be  observed,  in  one  respect  differs  from  the 
case  decided  by  Sir  John  NichoU,  viz.  that  the  claim 
is  not  rested  upon  any  admiralty  rights  especially 
conferred  upon  the  lord  of  the  manor,  but  is  a  mere 
territorial  claim,  that  is,  a  claim  for  something  an- 
nexed to  the  manor  itself.  It  is  also  further  to  be  ob- 
served, that  it  is  a  claim  which  directly  involves 
4e  rights  of  the  crown ;  rights  vested  in  the  crown 
for  the  benefit  of  the  country  at  large,  and  in  some 
^pects  it  may  be  said  for  the  benefit  of  all  who  sail 
npon  the  sea.  It  is  therefore  especially  the  duty  of 
4e  Court,  as  it  is  of  all  Courts  where  the  rights  of  the 
crown  are  called  in  question,  not  to  suffer  the  crown 
to  be  divested  of  any  of  those  rights  at  the  suit  and 
demand  of  a  subject,  unless  that  demand  is  estab- 
lished by  the  most  stringent  and  most  satisfactory 
^dence. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  therefore,  I 
pronounce  against  the  claim  which  has  been  set  up, 


1845. 
Bth  March, 

Thf 
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1846. 
Bth  Mureh. 

Thb 
Fauuki. 


of  course  decreeing  in  favour  of  the  lord  of  tb 
manor  for  the  casks  which  actually  came  on  shore 
according  to  the  distinction  to  which  I  have  adyerte^ 
in  my  judgment. 

Addams  applied  for  the  costs  incurred  by  the  lesse 
of  the  manor,  but  the  Court  declined  to  give  co&' 
upon  the  ground  that  it  had  no  authority  to  decrc 
the  expenses  without  the  consent  of  the  crown  (a). 


(a)  Since  the  decision  on  the  case,  an  act  has  passed  for  cooso 
dating  and  amending  the  laws  relating  to  wreck  and  salvage*. 
Vide  Appendix. 
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THE  DOWTHORPE.     Lofty.  1845. 

Sth  March, 

PHIS  was  a  question  as  to  the  disposal  of  a  rem-  claim  of  a  ship. 

nant  of  the  freight  earned  by  this  vessel,  and  remDaotof* 
•riginally  brought  into  the  Registry  in  a  cause  of  [Jn Vh^rII!" 
•ottomry.      The   general    question   was   argued  in  fi^2^^^^  ^^'^jj! 
larch,  1843,  and  is  reported  suprk,  vol.  ii.  pt.  1,  miwedwith 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

On  a  former  occasion  I  had  to  determine  whether 
e  freight  arising  from  sixteen  shares  of  this  vessel, 
Jd  by  Mr.  Lofty,  had  been  legally  assigned  to 
essrs.  Bimie  &  Co.  by  a  deed  dated  in  May,  1842; 
d  I  was  of  opinion,  that  such  deed  was  altogether 
>perative  for  the  purpose,  because  Mr.  Lofty  was 

party  to  it,  and  because  Mr.  NicoU,  by  whom  it 
8  executed,  had  no  authority  to  bind  the  interest 
Mr.  Lofty.  It  now  appears  that  a  small  portion 
this  freight  (all  prior  demands  against  it  being 
isfied )  remains  in  the  Registry  of  the  Court,  and 
8  portion  is  claimed  by  the  assignees  of  Mr.  Lofty 
i  by  Mr.  Nicoll,  the  claim  of  Mr.  NicoU  being 
ted  upon  a  certain  deed  or  document  which  purports 
have  been  dated  in  February,  1841.  I  must  here 
^rve,  that  when  the  former  question  was  debated 

reference  whatever  was  made  to  this  document, 
i  I  cannot  but  express  my  surprise  that  it  should 
^  be  introduced  for  the  first  time  to  the  consider- 
on  of  the  Court,  because  it  is  obvious  that  if  Mr. 
Coll  had,  by  virtue  of  this  document,  become  enti- 
d  to  the  freight  in  question,  the  production  of  the 
^  would  most  essentially  have  supported  the  claim 

Messrs.  Bimie,  who  deduce  their  title  from  Mr. 
^1  hunself.  • 

Vol.  II.  c  c 
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Sth  March. 

Tbb 

DOWTBORPB. 


Assuming  then,  for  the  purpose  of  the  present  dis- 
cussion, that  the  document  is  a  true  copy  of  a  deed 
executed  between  Mr.  Lofty  and  Mr.  Nicoll,  and  that 
such  copy  is  legally  admissible  in  evidence  on  account 
of  the  loss  of  the  original  deed,  the  question  which  I 
have  to  determine  is  confined  to  a  mere  question  of 
construction ;  for  the  solution  of  which  I  must  pro- 
ceed to  examine  the  document  itself,  and  to  state  suckt 
of  its  contents  as  are  in  any  way  important.     The 
paper  upon  the  face  of  it  purports,  in  the  first  place^ 
to  be  an  agreement  entered  into  on  the  26th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1841,  between  T.  Humphry  on  the  one  part, 
Mr.  Lofty  on  the  second  part,  and  Mr.  Nicoll  of  the 
third  part ;  whereby  Mr.  Lofty  agrees  to  hold  sixteen 
sixty-fourth   shares  of  the  ship,  and  binds  himself 
not  to  sell  them  or  any  part  thereof  without  giving 
Mr.  Humphry  the  pre-option  of  purchase,  Mr.  Hum- 
phry and  Mr.  Lofty  fiirther  guaranteeing  to  Mr. 
Nicoll  the  sole  control  and  management  of  the  ship, 
so  far  as  their  shares  are  concerned,  and  so  long  as 
they  continue  to  be  holders  of  such  shares.    Noir 
what  is  the  effect  of  the  agreement  as  it  is  thus  hf 
expressed  ?     It  is,  I  apprehend,  to  confer  upon  Mr- 
Nicoll  authority  as  broker  and  as  broker  only,  and 
unless  there  be  something  more  in  the  deed,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  hold  that  it  conveyed  to  Mr.  Nicdl 
the  power  of  dealing  with  the  freight.   What  follows? 
The  next  stipulation  is,  that  Mr.  Nicoll  is  to  receive 
a  commission  for  the  management  of  the  ship,  vi*- 
two-and-a-half  per  cent,  upon  all  freight  and  passage- 
money,  and  one  per  cent,  upon  all  receipts  and  pay- 
ments and  upon  all  insurances  to  be  made  and  ef- 
fected by  him ;  Mr.  H.  and  Mr.  L.  agreeing  to  sup- 
ply their  proportion  of  whatever  moneys  may  be  re- 
squired  from  time  to  time  by  the  said  J.  N.  for  reff^ 
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and  other  expenses  of  the  ship.     This  clause  is,  I 

conceive,  an  important  clause,  and  deserving  of  much 

consideration ;  and  for  this  reason,  viz.  that  it  shows 

that  the  owners  were  to  find  the  necessary  funds  for 

the  expenses  of  the  ship,  and  at  the  same  time  it 

eflEectually  excludes  any  intention  on  their  parts  that 

any  portion  of  these  expenses  were  to  be  advanced 

by  Mr.  NicoU,  or  that  he  was  to  hold  the  freight  as 

an  indemnity  for  such  advances.     It  is  next  stipulated 

that  all  "  freight  and  passage-money  received,  and  all 

sums  expended  on  account  of  the  ship,  shall  be  carried 

to  one  general  account,  and  the  profits  and  losses  shall 

be  divided  amongst  the  shareholders,  in  proportion  to 

their  respective  shares  in  the  vessel."   The  expression 

"  received,"  it  is  to  be  noticed,  is  general,  and  is  clearly 

applicable  to  all  freight  by  whomsoever  received ;  it 

w  moreover,  as  I  conceive,  expressly  used  for  the  pur- 

pose  of  settling  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  owners 

of  the  ship  in  proportion  to  the  shares  they  hold  in 

Ae  vessel,  and  was  never  intended  to  confer  upon  any 

Particular  person  a  new  right  to  receive  the  freight, 

niuch  less  to  give  to  Mr.  NicoU  individually  any  con- 

*^1  over  such  freight  beyond  that  which  the  law 

gave  him.     I  have  now  gone  through  the  whole  of 

Ae  agreement,  so  far  as  it  is  important  to  the  elucida- 

^n  of  the  present  question ;    and  I  am  really  at  a 

loss  to  conceive  upon  which  part  of  the  agreement 

Ae  claim  of  Mr.  NicoU  can  be  supported.     I  have 

^^fiiUy  examined  my  former  judgment,  in  order  to 

^  if  there  was  any  thing  in  that  judgment  which 

^uld  in  any  way  militate  against  the  opinion  I  am 

^ow  about  to  pronounce.     The  result  of  this  exami- 

^tion  confirms  me  in  the  opinion,  that  upon  this  in- 

^ment,  as  upon  the  other,  there  is  no  legal  founda- 

^^u  for  the  claim  of  Mr.  NicoU  to  take  this  freight 

cc2 
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out  of  the  power  of  the  assignees.     It  is  therefore 
my  duty  to  pronounce  against  the  claim,  and,  looking 
at  the  small  amount  of  the  property  which  has  been 
made  the  subject  of  this  litigation,  I  must  pronounce: 
against  that  claim  with  costs. 


\7th  AifriL 

CoDstraetion  of 
the  auu  3  &  4 
VicL  c.  69. 

In  order  to  6»- 
UblUb  that  tbe 
necessaries  sup- 
plied to  a  foreigo 
ship  or  vessel 
are  necessaries 
within  the 
meaning  of  the 
act,  the  vessel 
most  be  in  a 
state  ofeiigencj 
at  tbe  time ; 
and  tbe  articles 
supplied  must 
consitft  of  arti- 
cles needful  for 
tbe  relief  of  such 
exigency. 

Articles  sop- 
plied  for  tbe 
equipment  of  a 
vessel  building 
in  a  foreign 
dock-yard  not 
necessaries 
within  the 
meaning  of  tbe 
statute. 


THE  OCEAN.     Mastelow. 

T^HIS  was  a  suit  promoted  under  the  act  of  parlia* 
ment  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  69,  for  necessaries  alleged  to 
have  been  supplied  to  this  vessel  whilst  building  at 
Jacobstadt,  in  the  kingdom  of  Finland. 

The  act  on  petition  stated,  that  the  several  neces- 
saries, amounting  to  £411:  9s.  3rf.,  were  personally 
selected  and  ordered  by  J.  F.  Bergenstrom  for  the 
equipment  of  the  Ocean,  then  building  at  Jacobstadt 
in  the  kingdom  of  Finland,  and  whereof  the  said 
J.  F.  B.  and  C.  S.  L.,  of  Jacobstadt,  were  the  owners. 
That  upon  the  4th  of  May,  1840,  the  said  necessaries 
were  shipped  on  board  a  vessel  under  the  command 
of  the  said  J.  F.  B.;  and,  having  been  carried  to  Ja- 
cobstadt, were  fitted  and  supplied  to  the  said  new 
vessel,  and  were  absolutely  necessary  and  suitable  for 
her  equipment.  That  said  vessel  upon  being  launched 
was  placed  under  the  command  of  the  said  J.  F.  B., 
and  that  she  has  never  since  been  in  any  port  of 
Grreat  Britain  until  quite  recently,  when  she  was  com- 
pelled to  put  into  Plymouth  through  stress  of  wea- 
ther. That  the  articles  or  necessaries  so  supplied  are 
still  on  board  the  said  vessel,  and  form  a  part  of  her 
tackle  and  apparel,  and  have  been  duly  identified  J 
and  that  repeated  application  has  been  made  to  the 
said  J.  F.  B.  and  C.  S.  L.  for  the  payment  of  the 
same,  but  without  effect. 
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In  answer  to  this  act  on  petition  it  was  pleaded,        iws. 

that  in  the  month  of  May,  1843,  the  said  ship  sailed -'  - 

from  Wyborg  in  Finland,  laden  with  timber  and  deals,    ^"*  ^^^^' 
and  bound  for  Cette  in  France.   That  whilst  said  ship 
i^as  lying  in  that  port,  the  said  C.  S.  L.  having  become 
insolvent  and  a  bankrupt,  the  said  ship  was  sold  at 
public  auction  by  order  of  the  assignees  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  creditors ;  and  was  purchased  bona  fide 
by  P.  M.  of  Jacobstadt,  a  subject  of  the  Emperor  of 
Russia,  who  is  still  the  true,  lawful  and  sole  owner 
and  proprietor  of  the  said  ship.     That  the  necessaries 
in  question  were  furnished  before  the  ship  was  built 
or  afloat,  and  upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  said 
J.  F.  B. ;  and  that  the  demand  for  payment  of  the 
same  can  only  be  enforced  like  any  common  debt, 
and  can  form  no  lien  upon  the  ship.     That  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  suit  had  been  guilty  of  great  laches  in  not 
enforcing  their  demand  by  legal  proceedings  against 
Ae  said  J.  F.  B.  and  C.  S.  L. ;  wherefore,  &c. 

It  was  further  pleaded  in  a  reply,  that  the  articles 
in  question  were  not  furnished  upon  personal  credit 
at  all ;  but  suppKed  in  the  full  belief  and  assurance 
that  under  the  act  3  &  4  Vict,  for  extending  the  ju- 
risdiction of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  the  plaintififs 
had  a  lien  upon  such  ship  for  the  said  articles. 
The  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  for  the  material  men. 

H.  Phillimorey  contra. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Liishington. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  that,  prior  to  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment 3  &  4  Vict.  c.  69,  this  Court  possessed  no  juris- 
^ction  over  the  subject-matter  of  the  present  suit. 
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1845.       Before  that  statute  was  passed,  the  articles  which  are 


^^^        alleged  to  have  been  furnished  to  this  vessel,  would 
OcxAN.      not  have  formed  a  lien  upon  the  ship  itself,  and  in 
order  to  recover  the  payment  of  these  articles  the 
remedy  must  have  been  sought  in  a  court  of  common 
law,  and  the  action  must  have  been  brought  against 
the  owners,  provided  they  were  residing  in  this  coun- 
try.    For  the  purpose  of  obviating  certain  inconve* 
niences  which  were  found  to  result  under  the  and^t 
law,  the  statute  in  question  was  enacted;  and  in  order 
to  ascertain  its  true  bearing  upon  the  question  before 
me,  it  is  important  that  I  should  now  more  imme- 
diately consider  the  words  of  the  6th  section.    The 
6th  section  provides,  "  that  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
^ty  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  all  claims 
and  demands  whatsoever,  in  the  nature  of  salvage  for 
services  rendered,  or  damage  received,  by  any  ship  or 
sea-going  vessel,  or  in  the  nature  of  towage,  or  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  any  foreign  ship  or  sea-going 
vessel;  and  to  enforce  payment  thereof,  whether  such 
«hip  or  vessel  may  have  been  within  the  body  of  a 
county  or  upon  the  high  sea  at  the  time  when  the 
services  were  rendered,  or  the  damage  received,  or 
the  necessaries  furnished,  in  respect  of  which  sud:^ 
claim  is  made." 

From  these  words  it  would  seem,  that  the  fonnei* 
portion  of  this  section  is  intended  to  refer  generally 
to  all  ships  or  sea-going  vessels,  whilst  the  latter  is  tc^ 
receive  a  more  limited  construction,  and  is  to  be  con^ — 
fined  exclusively  to  foreign  vessels.     The  intentiotm 
of  the  legislature  in  thus  framing  the  section  is,  ^ 
conceive,  obvious  upon  the  face  of  it.    Before  the  sta^-' 
tute  was  passed,  all  claims  for  salvage,  and  all  ques— 
tions  of  damage,  as  also  all  demands  for  towage  ser^ 
vices,  when  the  transaction- took  place  within  the  body 
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of  a  county,  were  cognizable  in  the  courts  of  common        i»^5. 

1  1  .1.     1  .     -m  11  11  1.      1-  nthApril. 

law  alone:  if  this  Court  had  proceeded  to  adjudicate     

in  the  matter,  it  would  have  been  subjected  to  a  pro-  oc"n. 
hibition.  For  the  convenience  of  parties  who  might 
80  render  services,  or  receive  a  damage,  it  was  deemed 
expedient  to  restore  the  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty,  and  in  so  doing  to  give  the  option 
of  proceeding  by  the  more  summary  process  of  this 
Court  instead  of  compelling  an  action  at  law.  So  much 
for  the  earlier  portion  of  the  6th  section.  It  remains 
that  I  should  now  consider  the  clause  with  respect  to 
"necessaries supplied  to  any  foreign  ship  or  sea-going 
vessel."  These,  I  have  already  stated,  are  confined 
exclusively  to  foreign  vessels ;  and  the  intention  of 
the  legislature  in  making  the  provision  was,  to  remedy  * 
great  inconveniences  which  had  formerly  occurred  in 
cases  of  foreign  vessels  driven  by  stress  of  weather 
upon  the  coasts  of  this  country.  In  such  cases,  it 
often  happened  that  the  master  had  no  credit,  and 
great  difficulties  were  experienced  in  providing  the 
^^uisite  repairs,  and  in  obtaining  a  supply  of  neces- 
^es  for  the  further  prosecution  of  the  voyage. 

With  a  view  of  encoun^ing  the  advancement  of 
*hese  supplies,  and  thereby  facilitating  the  progress 
pf  vessels  so  situated  to  their  ports  of  destination,  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  was  enlarged  by  the  6th 
^^ction  of  the  act  under  consideration.  But  to  what 
^tent  ? — In  my  view  of  it,  only  to  the  extent  of  em- 
"^^xring  the  cases  of  necessity  to  which  I  have  adverted. 
*  Cannot  for  a  moment  conceive  it  was  ever  the  inten- 
sion of  the  legislature  to  confer  upon  this  Court  the 
species  of  jurisdiction  which  is  attributed  to  this  sta- 
^te  by  the  parties  who  are  promoting  this  suit,  viz. 
*^tif  any  articles  whatsoever,  which  may  be  requisite 
^d  necessary  for  the  fitting  out  a  vessel,  are  furnished 
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n^^^ML     *^  *  foreign  ship, — ^that  ship  being  at  the  time  in  anjr 

— part  of  the  world,  or,  as  in  the  present  case,  evect. 

OciAK.       building  in  a  foreign  dockjrard,  — liiis  Court  may  en- 
force a  lien  upon  that  vessel  at  the  suit  of  a  British 
merchant  or  manufacturer  who  may  have  supplied 
such  articles,  and  the  vessel  may  be  proceeded  against 
by  the  process  of  this  Court,  if  at  any  time  after  she 
should  come  within  the  Admiralty  jurisdiction.  Such 
a  construction  of  the  statute  would,  I  conceive,  be  in 
direct  defiance  not  only  of  the  ancient  law  of  this 
country,  but  of  the  general  maritime  law  of  Europe. 
It  would,  moreover  entail  upon  the  Court,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  this  branch  of  its  jurisdiction,  the  greatest 
inconveniences.     For  example,  it  would,  in  the  first 
place,  be  incumbent  upon  the  Court  in  all  cases  of 
this  kind  to  determine  as  matter  of  fact,  whether  the 
articles  asserted  to  have  been  furnished  were  actually 
supplied  or  not ;  it  would  also  have  fiirther  to  inves- 
tigate and  ascertain,  what  would  at  all  times  be  matter 
of  great  difficulty,  whether  new  and  supervening 
claims  upon  the  ship  had  not  been  acquired  in  the  na- 
ture of  salvage  or  bottomry,  or  by  transfer  of  the  vessel 
from  one  owner  to  another.     These  inconveniences,  if 
I  entertained  any  doubt  in  my  own  mind  as  to  the 
true  construction  of  this  statute,  would  preponderate 
strongly  in  influencing  my  decision  against  the  claiin 
which  is  set  up  by  the  promoters  of  the  present  suit- 
But  I  do  not  entertain  any  doubt  in  deciding,  that  in 
order  to  bring  a  claim  of  this  kind  within  the  legal 
construction  of  the  act  of  parliament,  the  vessel  must 
be  in  a  state  of  existing  exigency ;  and  the  necessa* 
ries  supplied  must  consist  of  articles  which  are  requi- 
site at  the  time  and  in  the  condition  in  which  that 
vessel  is  placed.  These  points  have  not  been  esta- 
blished by  the  promoters  of  this  suit  in  the  present 
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instance ;  and  consequently  the  claim  which  they  set     ,.]:®**- . 

up  cannot  be  supported.     The  owner  of  this  vessel, 

therefore,  must  be  dismissed,  and,  as  he  is  a  foreigner,       Oceah. 
it  is  my  duty  to  decree  him  the  costs  of  these  proceed- 
ings. 

Claim  dismissed  with  costs. 


'PHIS 


THE  PRINCESS  ROYAL.     Light.  ethMay. 

was  a  question  as  to  the  admission  of  a  libel  Co"*'"*^*"®"  ®^ 

m  a  suit  for  subtraction  of  wages,  promoted  by  Vicuc.112, 

the  late  master  of  this  vessel,  under  the  statute  7  &  8  **  Misten 

Vict.  c.  112,  8.  16(a).  IVrlui^u. 

The  libel  consisted  of  four  articles;  and  the  third  »ueintheCoort 

article  pleaded,  "  That  the  said  C.  F.  is  insolvent,  their  wl^  un-' 

der  the  sUtate 
when  the  owner 
(a)  The  l^th  section  provides,  **  that  all  the  rights,  liens,  pri-  has  become  in- 

▼ileges  and  remedies  (save  such  remedies  as  are  against  a  master  ^V^}  'V*** 

Utnself),  which  hy  this  act,  or  hy  any  law,  statute,  custom  or  of  the  (trm,  vn. 

Q^e,  belong  to  any  seaman  or  mariner  not  being  a  master  mari-  ^7  taking  or  ap- 

oer,  in  respect  to  the  recovery  of  his  wages,  shall  in  the  case  of  fgn'eft  of  the 

^e  bankruptcy  or   insolvency   of  the  owner  of  the  ship,  also  Insolvent 

Wong  and  be  extended  to  masters  of  ships  or  master  mariners  ^•*^*o"  ^^^ 

'n  respect  to  the  recovery  of  wages  due  to  them  from  the  owner 

^^  any  ship  belonging  to  any  of  her  majesty's  subjects ;   and  no 

'lilt  or  proceeding  for  the  recovery  of  wages  shall,  unless  they 

^ceed  £20,  be  instituted  against  the  ship,   or  the  master  or 

^'^tier  thereof,  either  in  any  Court  of  Admiralty  or  Vice-Admi- 

rUty  Court,  or  any  court  of  record,  in  her  Majesty's  dominions 

^^  the  territories  under  the  government  of  the  East  India  Com- 

l^^y,  unless  the  owners  of  the  ship  shall  be  bankrupt  or  insol- 

^^xit,  or  the  ship  shall  be  under  arrest,  or  sold  by  the  authority 

^^  «ny  Admiralty  or  Vice- Admiralty  Courts,  or  unless  any  magis- 

^^te  acting  under  the  authority  of  this  act  shall  refer  the  case  to 

"^  adjudged  by  any  such  Court  or  Courts,  or  unless  neitlier  the 

^^ner  nor  master  shall  be  or  reside  at  or  near  the  port  or  place 

^bere  the  service  ^all  have  terminated,  or  where  any  seaman  shall 

We  been  discharged  or  put  on  shore.** 
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i84d.       and  unable  to  discharge  the  lawful  debts  due  and 

*^—  owing  from  him,  and  hath  so  declared  and  admitted 

^"HoTrir"  to  divers  persons;  and  this  is,  &c." 

Harding^  in  objection  to  the  libel,  contended, 
that  the  averment  in  the  third  article  was  insufBcient 
to  bring  the  master's  claim  within  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.  That  the  mere  inability  of  a  ship- 
owner to  discharge  the  lawful  debts  owing  from  bin 
was  not  the  insolvency  contemplated  by  the  ad 
That  the  term  insolvent  was  restricted  to  a  legal  and 
more  limited  meaning,  viz.  an  insolvent  who  had 
taken  or  applied  for  the  benefit  conferred  by  the  act 
for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors.  That  this  con- 
struction of  the  term  was  supported  by  the  decision 
of  the  Vice-Chancellor  in  re  the  Birmingham  Bene- 
fit Society,  reported  in  3  Symons ;  and  that  the  de- 
cision in  that  case  was  directly  applicable  to  the  pre- 
sent question. 

Haggard  J  contra. — That  the  insolvency  of  the 
owner  was  sufficiently  pleaded  to  give  the  master  a 
persona  standi  in  the  suit.  That  the  16th  section  of 
the  statute  was  remedial  in  its  objects,  purporting  to 
relieve  the  masters  of  vessels  from  certain  disadvan- 
tages and  disabilities  under  which  they  formerly  la- 
boured, and  must  be  construed  accordingly.  That 
by  limiting  the  term  to  the  strict  legal  meaning  of  in- 
solvency under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  the  masters 
would  in  a  great  measure  be  deprived  of  the  benefit 
which  the  legislature  intended  to  confer  upon  them ; 
and  there  was  nothing  in  the  words  of  the  act  itself 
to  compel  the  Court  to  any  such  conclusion.  That 
the  term  "  insolvent"  stood  out  in  the  act  wholly 
unaccompanied  by  any  words  of  restriction  or  linu- 


Tbb  Pbimcim 
Royal. 
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)n ;  and  may  therefore  fairly  be  received  by  the        iS45. 
irt  in  its  general  and  more  extended  acceptation.  ^' 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
he  question  in  this  case  arises  upon  the  construc- 

of  the  act  of  parliament  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  112, — a 
ite  which  has  introduced  a  very  important  change 
le  law  as  regards  the  right  of  masters  of  vessels 
le  for  their  wages  in  this  Court, 
he  third  article  of  the  libel  pleads,  that  the 
er  of  the  vessel  is  insolvent,  and  is  unable  to  dis*- 
"ge  the  debts  due  and  owing  by  him ;  and  it  has 
I  contended  that  the  averment  so  pleaded  is  suffi- 
t  to  confer  upon  the  master  a  persona  standi  in 

suit,  under  the  provision  of  the  16th  section  of 
act.  I  may  here  observe,  that  if  the  construction 
ch  is  contended  for  is  to  be  received  in  the  present 
ance,  it  will  entail  upon  the  Court  great  inconve- 
ice  and  difficulty  in  all  future  cases  which  may 
16  before  it  under  the  act  in  question ;  because  I 
1  have  to  determine  in  this  and  all  similar  cases 
only  whether  the  owner  be  unable  to  discharge  his 
ts,  but  whether  such  his  inability  falls  within  the 
eral  acceptation  of  the  term  insolvency,  as  distin- 
ihed  from  the  more  limited  meaning  which  it  has 
ived  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act.  If  the 
of  parliament  compels  me  to  sustain  the  construc- 
,  it  will  undoubtedly  be  the  duty  of  the  Court  not 
lecline  the  onus  which  is  cast  upon  it  from  any 
dderation  of  these  difficulties  and  inconveniences ; 
lie  same  time  it  furnishes,  I  think,  a  strong  argu- 
it  k  priori  against  the  construction  in  question, 
i  it  would  involve  investigations  of  this  kind  in 
ch  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  for  the  Court, 
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1845.       with  the  powers  it  possesses,  to  arrive  at  a  perfectly 
-^ —    *'     trae  and  satisfactory  conclusion. 
RoyU"*       Now,  looking  to  the  words  of  the  16th  section,  1 
find  the  term  "  insolvency  of  the  owner  of  the  ship" 
is  repeated  more  than  once.     I  find,  moreover,  that 
each  time  it  is  employed,  it  is  used  in  immediate  con- 
nection with  the  word  "  bankruptcy."     In  the  latter 
part  of  the  section  the  words  are,  "  unless  the  owner 
of  the  ship  shall  be  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  o;*  the 
ship  shall  be  under  arrest,  &c."     From  the  repetition 
of  .these  words  in  such  immediate  connexion  with 
each  other,  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  construing  the  in- 
tention of  the  act,  the  words  "  bankruptcy"  and  "in- 
solvency" must  be  taken  together.  If  this  be  so,  it  fol- 
lows, I  conceive,  that  the  word  "  insolvency,"  as  used 
in  this  statute,  falls  within  the  interpretation  put  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor  in  the  case  of  the  Birmingham 
Benefit  Society,  referred  to  by  Dr.  Harding  in  his 
argument.     In  that  case,  as  reported  in  3  Symons' 
Reports,  the  petition  prayed  that  the  trustees  of  a  per- 
son who  had  been  treasurer  of  the  society,  and  had 
subsequently  assigned  all  his  estate  and  effects  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  might  be  ordered  to  pay  oat 
of  the  estate  a  sum  of  £130  to  the  petitioners,  a3 
"  stewards  of  the  charity,"  in  preference  to  the  otheT 
creditors.      The  question  entirely  turned  upon  th^ 
meaning  of  the  words  "  bankrupt  or  insolvent"  Lo 
the  10th  section  of  the  statute  33  Geo.  III.  c.  54  ; 
and  on  behalf  of  the  defendants  it  was  argued,  that 
as  the  word  "  insolvent"  was  coupled  with  the  word 
"  bankrupt,"  the  act  meant  a  person  who  had  taken 
the  benefit  of  an  act  for  the  relief  of  insolvent 
debtors. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  upheld  this  construction,  and 
dismissed  the  petition  upon  the  ground  that  the  term 
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"insolvent"  in  the  act  was  not  a  person  who  had        1846. 

made  a  mere  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  credi-  ^?^— 

tors,  but  a  person  who  had  taken  the  benefit  of  an  ^"rotIl?"* 
insolvent  debtors  act. 

Considering  that  the  decision  of  the  Vice-Chan- 
jellor,  in  the  case  above  mentioned,  has  a  direct  bearing 
upon  the  question  before  me  in  this  case,  I  feel  no 
lifficulty  in  concluding  that  the  true  meaning  and 
effect  of  the  section  in  question  in  the  present  instance 
is  not  to  give  to  this  Court  a  general  jurisdiction  in 
all  cases  where  the  owner  is  unable  to  discharge  his 
pecuniary  obligations;  but  that  masters  of  vessels 
shall  be  entitled  to  resort  to  this  Court  for  their  wages, 
only  when  the  owner  has  become  insolvent  within  the 
strict  legal  acceptation  of  the  term.  In  thus  limiting 
the  definition  of  the  term  "  insolvent"  as  used  in  this 
statute,  I  conceive  that  I  am  fairlyycarrying  into  eflfect 
the  meaning  of  the  legislature,  so  far  as  it  was  in- 
tended to  confer  a  benefit  upon  the  master.  I  must 
therefore  reject  the  libel ;  and,  as  the  question  is  a 
question  primae  impressionis,  I  can  give  no  costs. 


THE  IRON  DUKE.    Williams. 


I3th  May. 


^  this  case  the  Parama,  a  vessel  of  200  tons,  and  a  iteam-iretaei, 

laden  with  a  valuable  cargo,  whilst  on  a  voyage  the  rate' of  be- 
^m  Liverpool  to  Montreal,  was  run  down  oflT  the  v^t^llhoV^ 
•^elsh  coast  by  the  Iron  Duke,  a  steam-vessel  belong-  I^an^'lidt*^ 
^g  to  the  Dublin  Steam  Packet  Company,  and  almost  were  oewog  up 
J^mediately  went  down,  her  master  and  five  of  the  deamed  in  the 
^w  being  drowned.  dtmage. 
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1846.      '    The  action  was  by  plea  and  proof;  and  on  behalf 
i3th  May,     ^£  ^Yiq  owners  of  the  Parama,  it  was  submitted  by— 

The 
Iron  Duvb. 

Mastenof         Qtiecn^s  Advocate  and  Haggard. — That  the  colli- 
mercbaDt  ves-    gj^^  ^j^  solclv  attributable  to  the  misconduct  of  the 

Mis  not  com-  •f 

peiied  to  carry    mastcF  and  crcw  of  the  steamer,  in  not  keeping  a 
'*    *  good  look-out,  and  by  proceeding  at  an  improper  speed. 

That  they  were  proceeding  at  the  rate  of  between  11 
and  12  knots  an  hour,  in  a  track  much  frequented  by 
vessels,  whilst,  by  their  own  admission,  the  night  was 
so  dvk  that  they  could  not  descry  the  Parama  until 
they  were  close  upon  her.  That  it  was  proved  by 
the  mate  of  the  Parama,  that  the  steamer  was  per- 
ceived when  she  was  more  than  a  mile  distant ;  and 
a  powerful  light  was  exhibited  from  the  Panuna, 
which  must  have  been  discernible  by  the  persons  on 
board  the  steamer  if  a  good  look-out  had  been  kept 
That  the  master,  mate  and  third  mate  were  in  bed  at 
the  time,  and  the  steamer  was  left  in  charge  of  the 
second  mate  only,  with  only  one  man  in  the  fore- 
castle on  the  look-out. 

Addams  and  Nichollj  contra. — That  from  the 
greater  size  of  the  steamer,  and  the  fact  that  she  had 
three  strong  lights,  one  at  her  foremost  head  and  one 
at  each  bow,  the  steamer  might  possibly  be  discerned 
at  a  greater  distance  than  the  Parama  could  be  seen 
from  the  steamer.  That  the  light  exhibited  from  the 
Parama  was  only  exhibited  at  the  last  moment,  just 
previous  to  the  collision,  and  was  wholly  insufficient  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  warning  to  the  steamer.  That 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Parama  was 
bound  to  have  carried  a  sufficient  light,  properly  fixed 
and  displayed ;  and  the  feet  of  her  not  having  done 
so,   put  the  brig's  case  out  of  Court,  and  if  the 
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amer  was  to  blame  at  all,  the  damage  must  be     ^Jj^' 

lally  shared  between  the  two  vessels.     Lastly,  that 

»re  were  great  discrepancies  in  the  evidence  of  the    ibom  Dum. 

tnesses  on  the  part  of  the  Parama,  with  respect  to 

3  actual  collision  in  question ;  and  as  far  as  the 

lance  of  credibility  was  to  influence  the  decision, 

B  balance  was  clearly  in  favour  of  the  statement  set 

)  by  the  steamer. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushingtoru 
Gentlemen, — It  was  properly  observed  by  one  of 
le  learned  counsel,  that  all  questions  of  this  descrip- 
on  embrace  four  considerations :  first,  whether  the 
lame  of  the  collision  is  solely  imputable  to  the  vessel 
roceeded  against ;  secondly,  whether  it  is  imputable 
)  the  vessel  proceeding  in  the  cause ;  thirdly,  whe- 
lier  both  vessels  are  equally  in  default ;  and,  lastly, 
Aether  the  collision  be  the  result  and  consequence 
f  inevitable  accident.  These  four  questions  we  have 
)  consider  and  to  determine  in  the  present  instance ; 
nd  in  order  to  elucidate  these  points,  I  must,  in  the 
rst  place,  request  your  attention  to  some  of  the  fiacts 
I  the  case  which  it  appears  to  me  admit  of  no  rea- 
Hiable  doubt  or  controversy.  The  collision,  you  will 
bserve,  is  stated  to  have  occurred  at  the  entrance  of 
le  Pilot  Ground  of  the  port  of  Liverpool,  the  Port 
ynas  Light  being  at  the  time  distant  about  ten  miles, 
id  bearing  W.  and  by  N. 

The  locality  being  thus  defined,  it  will  be  for  you 
judge  what  (if  I  may  use  the  expression)  were  the 
cidents  of  that  locality  in  regard  to  the  probability 
a  number  of  vessels  sailing  in  that  track  in  one  direc- 
m  and  another.  It  is  further  stated,  that  the  wind 
35  W.N.W.  or  thereabouts ;  that  the  course  of  the 
irama  was  to  the  south-westward,  on  the  starboard 
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i3ifc  wi       tack,  close  hauled,  and  that  the  steamer  was  proceed- 

-       ing  with  the  wind  abeam,  in  a  direction  somewhat 

Ikon  Dues,    south-cast  and  by  east.     These,  gentlemen,  may  be 
taken  as  admitted  facts  in  the  case ;  other  points  have 
arisen  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  respecting  which 
it  would,  I  think,  be  impossible  to  come  to  any  satis- 
factory conclusion  if  we  were  bound  to  examine  them 
with  minuteness,  and  to  decide  them  with  absolute 
precision.     With  respect,  for  instance,  to  the  precise 
period  of  time  at  which  one  vessel  was  seen  from  the 
other,  and  what  was  the  precise  period  when  a  light 
was  hoisted  (if  any  light  was  hoisted  at  all).     These, 
I  apprehend,  are  points  which  it  would  be  impossible 
to  ascertain  with  any  precision  and  exactness,  as  well 
from  the  complexion  of  the  case  itself  as  also  from 
the  nature  of  human  testimony  under  the  circum- 
stances.    The  samis  observations,  I  conceive,  would 
also  apply  to  the  question  of  distance.     It  is  perhaps 
more  or  less  easy  to  judge  of  distances  at  sea  accord- 
ing to  the  character  of  the  night,  the  object  to  which 
the  sight  is  directed,  and  more  especially  according  to 
the  skill  and  practised  eye  of  the  individuals  engaged 
in  the  look-out.     When,  however,  as  in  the  present 
instance,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  upon  these  points 
has  to  be  considered  in  a  court  of  law,  it  will  almost 
inevitably  happen  that  there  will  be  the  greatest  pos- 
sible discrepancy  in  their  testimony,  without  any  cor- 
rupt intention  being  ftdrly  imputable  to  the  witnesses 
themselves.     The  same  observation  miay,  I  think,  be 
extended  to  another  point  in  the  case  which  has  been 
put  in  issue  in  the  pleadings,  and  which  is  much  over 
loaded  with  evidence  in  the  proofs, — I  mean  the  degree 
of  darkness  which  prevailed  at  the  time.    In  the  evi- 
dence which  is  before  you  upon  this  point,  you  will 
perceive,  that,  whilst  some  of  the  witnesses  describe 
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5  night  as  being  intensely  dark,  others  affirm  with     .3*?^' 

ifidence  that  they  could  see  without  difficulty  to  a  — 

y  considerable  distance  from  the  ship.  For  my  Iron  Dun. 
n  part,  looking  to  the  balance  of  the  evidence,  I 
1  no  difficulty  in  concluding  with  satisfaction  to 
J  own  mind,  that  the  night  must  be  considered  to 
7e  been  a  dark  night,  though  not  of  intense  dark- 
38,  and  certainly  not  a  hazy  or  a  foggy  night,  as 
posed  to  by  a  great  number  of  witnesses.  In  the 
arse  of  the  argument,  it  was  urged  by  the  learned 
onsel  for  the  Iron  Duke,  that  the  testimony  of  the 
tnesses  for  the  Parama  is  in  some  measure  dispa- 
ged  by  certain  discrepancies  which  are  to  be  found 
their  evidence  respecting  the  details  of  circum- 
anees  which  attended  the  collision  in  question.  I 
n  bound  to  tell  you,  gentlemen,  that  in  my  view  of 
iem  these  discrepancies  do  not  materially  affect  the 
ue,  and  ought  not  to  affect  our  decision, — and  for  this 
ason,  viz.  that  in  all  accidents  of  this  kind  very  great 
)iifusion  must  inevitably  prevail  on  board  the  vessels 
I  collision ;  and  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  expect 
lat  the  minor  incidents  and  circumstances  should  be 
oted  with  any  very  particular  accuracy  or  minuteness. 
«t  us  now  proceed  to  consider  what  was  the  state 
od  condition,  and  what  were  the  measures  adopted 
y  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Parama,  whose  owners 
J'e  seeking  in  this  cause  to  recover  an  indemnification 
»r  their  loss-r-a  loss  involving  the  very  considerable 
un  of  £18,000.  It  is  to  be  remembered  in  the  first 
ace,  that  the  Parama  was  on  the  starboard  tack, 
ose  hauled.  Being  so  situated,  upon  descrying  the 
earner,  she  was  bound  to  keep  her  course ;  and  it 
18  not  been  suggested  even  in  argument,  that  she 
ight  or  could  have  done  any  thing  except  hoisting  a 
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light.  The  question  then  ariaes,  did  aha  or  did  she  not 
in  iact  hoist  a  light  ?  and  if  she  omitted  to  do  so,  does 
such  omission  amount  to  a  culpable  n^lect  of  any 
obligation  imposed  upon  her  by  the  ordinary  rules  of 
navigation  ? 

In  a  former  case  which  came  under  my  considera- 
tion, and  in  which  I  was  assisted  by  two  of  the  gen- 
tlemen of  the  Trinity  Board, — I  mean  the  case  of  the 
Rose  (a), — the  same  proposition  was  mooted;  and  in 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  I  expressed 
myself  in  these  words. — ^'  It  has  also  been  contended 
that  the  Regina  was  in  &ult  in  not  carrying  a  ligbt 
With  respect  to  the  latter  point  I  must  observe,  thai 
it  has  been  discussed  over  and  over  again  in  fonner 
cases  of  this  kind,  and  I  believe  there  is  no  occasioD 
in  which  it  has  been  laid  down  as  a  general  prindpie 
that  merchant  vessels  ought  constantly  to  carry  lights. 
Under  certain  circumstances,  undoul^;edly,  it  may  be 
right  and  expedient  to  do  so ;  and  whether  the  Se- 
gina  was  bound  to  have  carried  a  light  or  not  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  particular  case,  is  a  point 
which  you  will  take  into  your  consideration." 

Gentlemen,  the  course  which  I  adopted  in  the  case 
of  the  Rose,  I  intend  to  pursue  in  the  present  in- 
stance ;  and  without  entering  into  any  nice  disquin* 
tion,  whether  merchant  vessels  ought  generally  or 
constantly  to  carry  lights,  I  shall  request  your  opi- 
nion, whether,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  d 
this  case,  you  consider  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
persons  on  board  the  Parama  to  have  carried  ligUi' 
This  question  you  will  consider  with  reference  to  yoar 
own  nautical  experience,  and  also  with  reference  to 
the  place  in  which  the  Parama  was  sailing,  remem- 
bering that  if  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Parama  to  have 

(a)  Reported  supra,  vol.  ii.  pt.  1 ,  p.  4. 
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3d  and  hoisted  a  light,  it  must  have  been  equally       1846. 

nbent  upon  every  other  vessel  sailing  in  the  same ^^^ 

:  to  have  adopted  a  similar  precaution.  iionDuii. 

lere  is  one  circumstance  connected  with  this 
of  the  case,  to  which  I  particularly  invite  your 
tion,  viz.  that  it  is  distinctly  in  evidence  that  a    . 

to  a  certain  extent  was  on  board  the  Parama,  in 
abin  of  that  vessel.  This  is  not  denied  on  the 
of  the  Iron  Duke ;  but  it  is  contended  on  her 
If,  that  the  light  in  question  was  not  sufficient  for 
purpose,  and  that  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
er  not  only  to  have  had  a  sufficient  light  on 
d,  but  that  he  ought  to  have  been  prepared  with 

light,  and  to  have  exhibited  it  in  the  first  in- 
%  upon  descrying  the  approach  of  the  steamer, 
have  already  stated,  gentlemen,  I  leave  it  entirely 
}u  to  determine  whether  this  ought  to  have  been 
\  or  not, — whether  it  was  done  or  not  it  is  my  duty 
msider ;  and,  in  concluding  my  observations  upon 
part  of  the  case,  to  point  out  to  you  the  particu- 
vidence  that  bears  upon  it.  On  the  part  of  the 
ima,  you  will  observe,  it  is  distinctly  averred  that 
light  in  question  was  a  globular  light,  standing 
I  enough  from  the  deck  to  have  thrown  a  strong 
ction  on  the  sails,  and  to  have  been  visible  at  a 
iderable  distance.  It  is  also  directly  sworn  in 
depositions  of  some  of  the  witnesses,  that  for  a 
iderable  period  before  this  collision  ensued,  the 
lacle  light  was  held  over  the  side  of  the  Parama; 

that  finding  the  steamer  was  approaching  with 
it  rapidity,  the  mate  began  to  shout,  and  then 
id  to  the  man  at  the  wheel  to  put  the  helm  hard 

This  is  the  statement  of  Hickell,  the  mate  of  the 
ama;  and  in  reading  his  evidence,  I  can  see  no- 
dd2 
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1845.        thing  which  is  in  the  slightest  degree  contrary  to  pro- 

— ^ — ^^^—  bability  or  inconsistent  with  the  appearance  of  truth. 

Iron  D»»t,    He  is,  moreovcr,  supported  in  this  statement  by  the 

evidence  of  Cover,  his  fellow- witness,  who,  although 

he  differs  with  Martin  with  respect  to  who  was  at  the 

.    helm  at  the  time,  in  no  respect  contradicts  the  ava- 

ment  as  to  the  hoisting  of  the  light. 

Another  question  here  arises,  was  this  light  hoisted 
or  not  hoisted  in  due  time  ?  The  three  witnesses  to 
whom  I  have  just  referred  all  swear  that  it  was.  The 
question  is  put  to  them  upon  interrogatory,  and  they 
are  asked  whether  the  hoisting  the  light  and  the  order 
to  port  the  helm  were  distinct  or  contemporaneoiw 
operations.  To  this  question  it  is  answered  by  one 
and  all,  that  the  order  and  the  act  were  not  contem- 
poraneous, but  that  a  considerable  interval,  about  five 
minutes,  intervened  between  the  hoisting  the  light 
and  the  order  to  put  the  helm  hard  up.  If  this  be 
so,  it  is  an  important  feature  in  the  case  for  the  Pa- 
rama ;  because  it  is  alleged  on  the  part  of  the  steamer, 
that  she  was  not  descried  until  the  last  moment,  and 
that  the  order  to  put  the  helm  up  was  only  given  wha 
the  collision  was  upon  the  point  of  taking  place. 

Having  thus  far  disposed  of  the  case  of  the  vesad 
which  has  been  run  down,  I  must  now  address  a  few 
observations  to  you  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  tk 
steamer.  The  steamer,  you  will  perceive,  admits  tW 
she  was  going  at  full  speed,  about  11  or  12  knots  an* 
hour ;  that  she  had  one  man  on  the  look  out  and  no 
more;  and  that  the  night,  though  not  hazy,  wassa 
dark  that  she  never  saw  the  Parama  until  that  vessel 
was  actually  upon  her.  Can  it  be  said  that  in  goinf 
at  such  speed  upon  such  a  night  the  master  of  the 
steamer  was  justified  in  his  conduct  according  to  those 
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es  of  navigation  which-  have  been  heretofore  re-        I8i6. 
ved  and  laid  down  in  this  Court?     I  apprehend  _:'^'*^^y- 
; ;  and  I  will  here  repeat  in  conclusion  of  my  re-    ir„Idu« 
rks,  what  I  laid  down  in  the  case  of  the  Rose, — 
hat  although  it  may  be  a  matter  of  convenience 
t  steam-vessels  should  proceed  with  great  rapidity, 
law  will  not  justify  them  in  proceeding  with  such 
idity  if  the  property  and  lives  of  other  persons  are 
reby  endangered." 

jrentlemen,  you  will  now  have  to  consider  the  se- 
al points  to  which  I  have  called  your  attention, 
1  I  shall  be  glad  to  receive  from  you  a  distinct  opi- 
n,  whether  you  think  the  Parama  was  to  blame  in 
f  part  of  her  conduct,  or  whether  the  Iron  Duke 
s  to  blame.  # 

Trinity  Masters. 
We  think  that  the  Parama  did  nothing  wrong; 
p  oninion  is,  that  she  did  show  a  light,  although  it 
jTwall^a  very  short  time  before  the  collision.  We  fur- 
!r  think  that,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  sailing 
isels  do  not  show  a  light,  and  are  not  required  to 
so.  There  is  a  rule,  that  if  a  vessel  wants  a  pilot  she 
)ws  a  light,  and  the  pilot  should  also  show  a  light ; 
t  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  sailing  vessels.  With 
pact  to  the  conduct  of  the  steamer,  we  are  of  opi- 
>n  that,  considering  the  admitted  darkness  of  the 
fht,  and  that  many  vessels  were  boarded  during  the 
;ht  by  pilots  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  place 
lere  the  collision  took  place,  the  Iron  Duke  was  not 
vigated  with  that  degree  of  caution  which  was  re- 
isite  on  such  a  night  and  in  such  a  neighbourhood, 
ie  master,  chief  mate  and  third  mate  were  all  in 
d,  which  proves  an  indifference  to  their  resppnsibi- 
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1846.  lity  perfectly  unjustifiable  under  the  circumstai 

izthiuy.  the  case, 

uJdvk^  Damage  pronounced 


Note. — This  decision  was  appealed  to  the  Ji 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council,  and  the  sente 
the  Court  was  affirmed. 


\2tk  June. 


THE  GEORGE.    Roberts. 


The  time  iDd     T^HIS  was  a  causc  of  damage  promoted  b 
a  v^shouki  owners  of  the  late  schooner  Nora  Creina  i 

b  wlSSJy'whh.  ^^^  c^go  laden  on  board.     The  actions  were  ei 
M^p~''»nce   in  the  sum  of  £6500. 

the  master  mutt      The  act  on  petition  set  forth,  that  the  NoraC 

i^jr^th^r*      of  the  burthen  of  163  tons,  arrived  in  King's 

pHot^iTeitron.  ^^  ^^^  Brfstol  Channel,  on  the  11th  of  Nove 

Owners  of      1844,  bouud  to  the  port  of  Bristol,  with  a  cai 

aiog  dowo  sDo-  valonia.     That  about  5  p.  m.  of  the  following  i 

andi^i^\he     i^g>  whilst  lying  at  anchor  in  about   10  fel 

dUmiiS***iSir*  water,  the  signal  light,  consisting  of  a  lai^ 

vitbottt  costs,    globe  lamp,  giving  a  clear  and  strong  light  anc 

ble  at  a  very  considerable  distance,  was  made  1 

the  inner  jib-stay.     That  the  wind  was  blowing 

from  the  west  and  the  tide  flowing,  the  weather 

thick  at  the  time,  but  not  so  thick  but  that  i 

lights  in  common  use  on  board  vessels  might  b 

at  five  or  six  cables'  length  off.     That  between 

past  5  and  6  p.  m.,  a  large  vessel  (the  Georg€ 

descried  by  the  mate  at  the  distance  of  betweei 

and  three  cables'  length,  running  from  the  we 

rectly  in  a  line  for  the  schooner.     That  the  mat 

mediately  called  to  the  master,  who  was  below  i 
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ibin,  and  who  thereupon  instantly  ran  upon  deck,     jjij?  An*. 

id,  loosening  the  tiller,  which  had  been  festened  to 

«p  it  steady,  put  it  hard  astarboard  into  a  rope      Giorob. 
x^ket,  seeing  a  collision  was  inevitable,  and  then  went 
rward.     That  before  the  master  had  passed  the  fore- 
ast,  the  Greorge  drove  athwart  the  hawse  of  the 
hooner,  and  carried  away  her  bowsprit,  and  stove 

her  bows,  besides  doing  other  damage.  That  the 
olence  of  the  collision  causing  the  chain  of  the 
liooner  to  part,  both  vessels  drove  against  the  barque 
reland,  then  at  anchor  about  three  cables  astern  of 
le  schooner,  whereby  the  said  schooner  received  fiir- 
lier  damage,  and  eventually  sunk  and  was  totally 
xt  That  the  said  schooner  had  since  been  raised, 
nd  sold  for  the  sum  of  £131.  That  the  said  collision 
ras  entirely  owing  to  the  want  of  a  good  look-out  on 
XMtrd  the  George ;  and  had  such  a  look-out  been  kept 
he  said  schooner  must  have  been  observed  in  suffi- 
aent  time  to  have  enabled  the  George  to  alter  her 
xmrse,  and  so  to  have  gone  clear  of  the  schooner. 

The  defence  of  the  owners  of  the  George  denied 
hat  the  accident  was  occasioned  by  neglect  or  a  want 
I  a  good  look-out  on  the  part  of  the  crew  of  the 
3eorge,  but  was  mainly  attributable  to  the  intense 
iarkness  of  the  night.  That  in  pursuance  of  the 
Revisions  of  the  statute  47  Geo.  III.  c.  33,  s.  9,  in- 
italed  "  An  Act  for  establishing  the  Rates  of  Wharf- 
ige.  Anchorage,  Moon^e,  &c.  at  the  lawful  Quays  in 
he  Port  of  Bristol,  and  for  the  better  Regulation  of 
Pilots  and  Pilotage  navigating  the  Bristol  Channel," 
the  master  of  the  George,  on  reaching  Lundy  Island 
Oil  &e  morning  of  the  1 1th,  endeavoured  to  procure 
ft  pilot;  and  that  immediately  upon  J.  B.,  a  duly 
Koensed  pilot,  coming  on  board,  he  put  his  vessel  un- 
^^  the  charge  and  command  of  such  pilot ;  and  that 
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1845.        the  said  ship,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  was  m 

nth  June.  '^ 


the  entu^  charge  and  command  of  such  pilot;  and 
GioBoi.  *^^*  ^^  ^^  directions  were  promptly  and  efficiently 
obeyed  by  the  crew.  That  by  reason  of  the  premises, 
if  the  collision  had  not  been  accidental,  which  it  was 
alleged  to  be,  it  was  occasioned  by  the  misdirection  of 
the  pilot ;  and  that  the  owners  of  the  said  ship  were 
not  responsible. 

The  Court  was  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters,  and 
the  case  was  argued  on  the  3rd  and  6th  instant  by 

Addams  and  JenneVj  on  behalf  of  the  Nora  Creina. 

Queen's  Advocate^  jRobinson  and  Bayford  for  the 
George. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

When  this  case  was  argued  at  the  bar,  I  was  at- 
tended by  two  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity 
Board ;  and  entertaining  a  strong  impression  on  my 
own  mind,  that  a  previous  error  had  been  committed 
by  the  George  in  proceeding  as  she  did  into  the  King's 
Road,  I  put  it  distinctly  to  those  gentlemen  to  con- 
sider whether,  looking  to  the  state  of  the  wind  and 
weather,  the  George  ought  not  to  have  brought  up 
sometime  previously  and  waited  until  the  following 
morning,  or  that,  if  that  measure  was  impracticable,  to 
have  slackened  her  course  and  proceeded  up  the  chan- 
nel with  the  tide. 

The  Trinity  Masters,  having  duly  and  carefiiUy 
considered  these  questions,  are  of  opinion,  that  an 
error  was  committed  by  the  George  in  not  bringing 
up  as  suggested.  At  the  same  time  they  state  that 
it  is  entirely  within  the  province  of  the  pilot  to  di- 
rect the  time  and  place  in  which  a  vessel  should  be 
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»rought  up,  and  that  the  master  must  be  governed       J^^* 
pon  these  points  exclusively  by  the  judgment  and 


irection  of  such  pilot.  The  opinion  thus  expressed  gioeoi. 
y  the  gentlemen  of  the  Trinity  House  is  prima  facie 
n  exoneration  of  the  owners  in  point  of  law  from  all 
esponsibility  for  the  damage  occasioned  in  this  case  by 
be  want  of  judgment  in  the  pilot.  Another  impor- 
ant  point  in  the  case,  however,  remains  to  be  noticed, 
I  point  upon  which  I  confess  I  felt  no  little  difficulty 
ipon  the  last  court  day, — I  mean  whether,  consider- 
ing the  darkness  of  the  night  and  the  tempestuous 
state  of  the  weather,  a  good  and  sufficient  look-out 
vas  kept  on  board  the  George,  just  prior  to  the  period 
when  she  reached  the  Nora  Creina. 

Now,  in  order  to  deprive  the  owners  of  the  George 
of  their  legal  exemption  from  hability  under  the  sta- 
tute, upon  the  ground  of  a  want  of  a  good  look-out, 
there  must  undoubtedly  be  full  and  convincing  proof 
that  there  was  an  actual  neglect  and  want  of  care  in 
this  respect  on  the  part  of  the  master  and  crew  of  that 
vessel.  The  mind  of  the  Court  must  be  legally  and 
conclusively  satisfied  of  such  neglect ;  and  if  the  evi- 
dence be  contradictory  and  at  all  evenly  balanced,  it 
Would  be  impossible  for  the  Court  to  decide  affirma- 
tively, so  as  to  saddle  the  owners  of  the  George  with 
the  consequences  of  this  unfortunate  collision. 

Looking  to  the  depositions  in  the  cause,  there  is,  I 
nust  say,  much  conflicting  evidence,  both  as  regards 
he  degree  of  darkness  that  prevailed  at  the  time  and 
he  period  when  the  two  vessels  were  seen  from  each 
ther.  In  the  evidence  of  the  George  the  night  is  de- 
cribed  by  some  of  the  witnesses  as  "  awfully  dark," 
nd  the  collision  is  stated  to  have  been  instantaneous 
nd  inevitable.  On  the  other  side  it  is  affirmed  by  some 
f  the  witnesses  of  the  Nora  Creina,  that  upon  the  night 
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1846.       in  question  ships  were  visible  at  three  or  four  cables 

^^^  distance ;  and  the  mate  of  the  vessel  expressly  swears, 

Gmoi.  that,  after  the  time  when  the  George  was  first  seen, 
and  before  the  collision  ensued,  he  (^ed  up  the  mas- 
ter, who  was  below,  and  that  he  thereupon  came  on 
deck,  and  loosening  the  tiller,  which  had  been  fas- 
tened to  keep  it  steady,  put  it  hard  astarboard  into  a 
rope  becket,  and  then  went  forward. 

When  the  case  was  argued  I  was  certainly  much 
struck  with  the  evidence  of  the  mate  upon  tliis  part 
of  the  case,  and  upon  this  consideration,  viz.  that  if 
the  persons  on  board  the  Nora  Creina  had  perceived 
the  approach  of  the  George  at  any  considerable  dis- 
tance, it  would  furnish  a  £edr  presumption  that  the 
George,  if  she  had  kept  a  good  look-out,  might  also 
have  descried  the  Nora  Creina.  To  this  point  in  the 
case,  therefore,  I  particularly  invited  the  attention  of 
the  gentlemen  of  the  Trinity  House,  with  a  view  of 
ascertaining  what  length  of  time  must  have  been 
occupied  in  carrying  out  the  measures  so  adopted  by 
the  Nora  Creina.  It  is  the  opinion  of  those  gentle- 
men, that  these  measures  would  have  occupied  but  a 
very  short  space  of  time ;  and  it  is  also  to  be  here  re- 
membered, that  in  the  protest  of  the  Nora  Creina  it 
is  distinctly  stated,  that  between  the  first  approach  of 
the  George  and  the  collision  an  interval  only  of  about 
two  minutes  elapsed.  Under  all  the  circumstanced  of 
the  case,  considering  that  the  evidence  on  both  sides 
is  more  evenly  balanced  than  usually  happens,  I  must 
pronounce  that  the  George  is  not  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences of  this  collision,  and  that  the  owners  of  that 
vessel  must  consequently  be  dismissed.  I  shall,  how- 
ever, decline  to  accompany  my  sentence  with  any  or- 
der as  to  costs :  I  can  give  no  costs. 
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THE  LORD  SEATON.    Fitzsimons.  i845. 

\2th  Jutu, 

PHE  question  in  this  case  was  as  to  the  admissi-  DeciaraUonof 
bility  of  certain  articles  in  a  libel  in  a  cause  of  cha^^of  t  ves- 
lamage  by  collision.  riiC'STlr* 

The  three  first  articles  of  the  libel  pleaded  gene-  cauieofdamage, 
ally  the  circumstances  under  which  the  collision  aion  was  not' 
00k  place,  and  were  not  opposed.  ww^wioDed 

The  fourth  article  pleaded,  that  immediately  after  ^f  i^JJ^I  oV 
the  collision,  in  the  next  preceding  article  pleaded,  **>«  damaging 
and  when  on  board  the  said  ship,  John  Scott,  a  duly  pieada'bie  lo  a 
licensed  pilot  of  the  port  of  Liverpool,  the  pilot  in  Md*JroJfr^ 
charge  of  the   Lord  Seaton,  observed  to  the  said   /^•f»tion 

o  y  t         ct  manner 

Thomas  White,  that  the  collision  was  not  his,  Scott's,  belonging  to  the 
fault,  for  he  had  told  the  man  at  the  wheel  to  keep  iei?^nfirabg 
the  ship  away,  and  give  the  brig  a  berth.  That  the  luTorttw  inaSr 
said  John  Scott,  then  in  the  presence  of  the  said  "*^'J'^^  ^j^^ 
Thomas  White,  asked  the  man  at  the  wheel  what  into  the  aiiej^ 
orders  he  had  given  him,  and  he  answered  that  his  the  pilot  ^foie 
orders  were  to  keep  the  ship  away,  but  he  had  mis-  J^oftS'^Tt*" 
understood  them,  and  luflTed,  or  to  that  effect;  and  ;^V»r«T<f'J 

,.  '  '  '  decinon  of  inch 

this  was,  &C.  committee,  that 

The  fifth  article  pleaded,  that  after  the  arrival  of  Lntobia^, 
the  said  ship.  Lord  Seaton,  in  the  port  of  Liverpool,  .Teww  In 
hi  consequence  of  the  said  Thomas  White  and  John  '*>«  <»«•«• 
Scott,  the  pilots  respectively  in  charge  of  the  said 
Vessels,  as  before  pleaded,  being  duly  licensed  pilots 
rf  the  port  of  Liverpool,  a  meeting  of  the  Pilot 
(^mmittee  of  the  said  port  was  held  on  Monday  the 
^Ist   day  of  April    aforesaid,   at  the   Pilot   Office 
^  Liverpool   aforesaid,  for   the  purpose  of   inves- 
igating  the  conduct  of  the  said  pilots  respectively, 
l^t  J.  J.  L.,  the  French  Consul  at  Liverpool,  A.  L., 
^d  A.  D.,  the  mate  of  the  said  brig,  A.,  one  of  the 
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1846.       consignees  of  the  Lord  Seaton,  and  the  said  Thomas 
— - — ^^'  White  and  John  Scott,  attended  such  inquiry,  and 

Thi  that  the  said  pilots  were  examined  by  the  said 
committee.  That  the  master  of  the  Lord  Seaton 
was  also  summoned  to  attend  the  said  inquiry,  but 
refused  to  appear  before  the  said  committee,  to  be 
examined  as  to  the  cause  of  the  said  collision.  That 
after  such  inquiry  had  been  concluded,  a  resolution 
was  passed  by  the  said  committee,  that  no  blame 
attached  to  the  said  pilots,  or  to  the  people  on  board 
the  said  brig ;  and  this  was,  &c. 

The  admission  of  these  two  articles  was  opposed. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Ltiskington. 

The  learned  judge  having  adverted  to  the  contents 
of  the  three  first  articles  of  the  libel,  observed  to  the 
following  effect : — With  respect  to  the  first  part  of 
the  fourth  article  of  this  libel,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it 
is  altogether  inadmissible,  and  for  this  reason,  that 
it  does  not  refer  to  any  of  the  facts  which  occurred  at 
the  time  of  the  collision,  but  relates  to  a  conversation 
which  is  stated  to  have  taken  place  between  the 
pilot  of  the  vessel  which  is  charged  with  the  damage, 
and  the  pilot  of  the  vessel  which  has  been  run  down; 
it  amounts,  in  point  of  fact,  to  a  mere  simple  deck- 
ration  on  the  part  of  the  pilot  not  on  oath ;  and 
the  declaration  of  such  pilot,  it  appears  to  me,  cannot 
be  received  as  evidence,  inasmuch  that  the  owners  of 
the  Lord  Seaton,  having  compulsorily  taken  the  pilot 
on  board,  are  exempt  from  the  responsibility,  and  the 
pilot  himself  is  amenable  for  the  consequences  of  the 
collision  in  question. 

The  latter  part  of  the  article  is,  I  think,  equally 
inadmissible,  as  being  the  mere  declaration  of  a 
seaman  on  board  the  Lord  Seaton,  which  it  is  sought 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  393 

lake  evidence  against  the  owners  of  that  vessel.        i846. 

°  19lA  June. 


tt  not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  the  declaration 
L  common  mariner  has  been  received  as  evidence  lo^  Jseitoii. 
nst  the  owner  of  the  ship.  The  only  principle 
^rliich  such  declarations  are  received,  is,  I  appre- 
d,  confined  to  cases  where  the  party  making  the 
aration  is  the  agent  of  the  owners.  This  principle, 
clear,  does  not  apply  in  the  present  instance,  and 
this  reason  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  whole  of  this 
de  is  inadmissible. 

am  the  more  strongly  inclined  to  this  opinion, 
Q  the  consideration  that  the  exclusion  of  this  article 
[  entail  no  prejudice  upon  the  case  of  the  owners 
he  Marie  Therese. 

!f  the  owners  of  the  Lord  Seaton  produce  this 
rmer  as  a  witness,  the  question  may  be  put  to  him 
)n  interrogatory,  and  if  he  denies  it,  an  allegation 
eptive  to  his  credit  may  be  given  in  upon  such  his 
lial.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  owners  of  the 
xi  Seaton  do  not  produce  him,  it  will  furnish  a 
mg  presumption  that  he  did  act  as  stated. 
The  fifth  article  pleads,  that  there  is  a  pilot  corn- 
ice at  Liverpool,  charged  with  the  general  inves- 
ition  into  the  conduct  of  all  pilots,  whether  they 
right  or  wrong.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying 
t  there  is  no  principle  whatever  upon  which  the 
dsion  of  such  a  committee  can  be  received  as 
dence  in  a  case  of  this  description.  The  investi- 
ion  of  such  committee  is  a  mere  ex  parte  investi- 
ion,  made  for  totally  different  purposes.  Whether 
y  take  evidence  on  oath  I  do  not  know ;  how  the 
estigation  is  conducted  I  cannot  tell ;  but  of  this 
m  certain,  that  the  decision  of  such  a  committee 
tnot,  upon  any  priifciple,  be  received  as  evidence 
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1845.        in  the  cause,  and  I  must,  therefore,  direct  that  this 


I2th  Jum€, 

Thi 
Lord  Skaton. 


article  should  be  struck  out. 


2ith  Jun%, 


THE  WESTMORELAND.     Kendall. 
Motion. 


Not  competent    JN  this  casc  the  Ycssel  had  been  arrested  in  a  canse 

for  magistratet     X^.  i*>i^uir  i^^^tt 

toieyydii-  of  bottomry  upon  the  3rd  of  May,  1845.     Upon 

iSiid^in^e'  the  3rd  of  June,  the  third  default  was  prayed,  and 
Sllrt  of^Admi-  ^P^^  *^®  iscoie  day,  R.  T.,  an  auctioneer,  acting  un- 
raitj  at  the  suit  der  warrants  issued  by  the  magistrates  of  South 

of  leameo  for       <^t.,,  ii  ii-  i  i 

their  wages,  Shields,  proceeded  to  levy  distresses  upon  the  yeasei 

7  &*8  vkt!**'  for  seamen's  wages,  and  advertised  the  tackle,  appaiel, 

^  ilLtionde-  ^*  ^^^  ^^  ^^  *^^  ^*^*     Upon  the  7th  of  June,  the 

creed  a|^Dst  casc  was  brouffht  to  the  notice  of  the  Court,  and  a 

an  auctioneer  ,  t  i  i  •  t*    m 

who  had  acted  uotice  was  directed  to  be  given  to  R.  T.  not  to  le- 

gwto"ate«*wir-  niovc,  or  if  removcd  to  restore,  the  ship's  fumitore, 

remoild'lSjf  ^^^  under  pain  of  an  attachment.     The  tackle,  &c 

of  the  tackle  of  the  vesscl  having  been  sold  upon  the  5th  of  June, 

and  fomiture  of         ,  .    i  .,.  i  •  ^ 

the  ship.  and  earned  away,  a  momtion  was  now  prayed  agamst 

R.  T.  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  attadied 
for  contempt  of  Court. 

Per  Curiam. 

I  have  no  hesitation  in  granting  this  motion;  at  the 
same  time  I  wish  that  the  application  had  been  made 
to  the  Court  at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  proceedings. 

The  vessel,  it  appears,  was  arrested  upon  the  3nl 
of  May  in  a  cause  of  bottomry ;  and  subsequent  to 
the  arrest,  and  whilst  the  ship  was  in  the  custody  of 
this  Court,  nine  several  distresses  were  levied  upon 
her  by  certain  magistrates  of  "South  Shields,  at  the 
suit  of  the  seamen  for  their  wages.    It  further  appears, 


Tri  Wbst- 

MORXUkKD. 
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that  after  the  distresses  had  been  levied  and  before       >»**• 
:he  5th  of  June^  the  tackle,  apparel  and  furniture  of 
he  vessel  were  taken  out  and  removed ;  and  upon 
he  5th  of  June  they  were  sold  at  a  public  auction  by 
ft  T.,  an  auctioneer  of  Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 

Now,  I  know  not  whether  at  the  time  these  dis- 
Tesses  were  levied  the  magistrates  were  or  were  not 
n  ignorance  of  the  proceedings  which  had  already 
been  commenced  against  the  ship  under  the  authority 
of  this  Court.  I  have,  however,  no  hesitation  in 
asserting  that  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  112,  could 
give  them  no  jurisdiction  whatever  to  interfere  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.  How  can  the  proceeds 
of  a  ship  be  brought  into  the  Registry  of  this  Court 
to  be  dealt  with  according  to  law,  if  another  jurisdic- 
tion can  thus  incidentally  take  the  vessel  out  of  th^ 
hands  of  the  Court.  The  act  of  parliament  never  in- 
tended any  such  construction  of  the  15th  section; 
and  I  wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  if  in  fiiture  cases 
of  this  kind  any  similar  attempt  be  made  to  infringe 
upon  the  authority  of  this  Court,  I  will,  upon  due 
notice  being  given  to  the  Court,  most  assuredly  attach 
the  parties  by  whom  such  interference  is  attempted. 
I  decree  a  perishable  monition  to  issue,  and  also  a 
monition  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should 
^ot  be  issued  against  the  auctioneer  by  whom  the 
blip's  furniture  was  removed ;  and  in  so  doing  I  repeat 
Hy  regret  that  earlier  measures  were  not  adopted.  It 
8  the  duty  of  persons  who  are  in  possession  of  a  ship 
Uider  the  authority  of  this  Court  to  give  the  earliest 
Utimation  to  the  Court  if  any  attempt  be  made  to 
iifringe  that  authority. 

Motion  granted. 

Upon  the  5th  July  affidavits  were  brought  in  on 
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^ilh^June  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^-  T.,  Stating  his  readiness  to  reinstate  the 
— — - — —  property  which  had  been  taken  out  of  the  vessel 
MOBELAKD.  and  sold,  but  praying  further  time  for  that  purpose; 
and  upon  3rd  September  it  was  admitted  in  acts  d 
Court,  that  the  order  of  the  Court  had  been  complied 
with,  whereupon  R.  T.  was  dismissed,  but  condemned 
in  the  costs  of  the  proceeding. 


2AihMay.  THE  REPULSE.    Marquis. 


meat  to8u*T  T^  *^^  ^^^^^  *^^  Rcpulsc  having  been  much  damaged 
a?«neiiodis-  bv  strcss  of  wcathcr  on  her  homeward  voyage 

traM  And  MA  V    o 

her  Mfe  into  from  India,  the  master,  when  about  85  miles  from 
Sf£ftoo?*rig*iS3  Algoa  Bay,  entered  into  a  written  agreement  with 
of  oSTtwrJeM  ^^^  commander  of  the  Prince  of  Waterloo  to  stay 
leU,  upheld  by  bv  and  assist  the  Repulse  into  Alg^oa  Bay.    The  aeree- 

tbe  Court  -^     ^  ^    J.I.     r  u       ^  xr    ^ 

Piet  of  the    ment  was  to  the  following  enect : — 

salfon,  that  the 

igreement  was  "  Ship  Repulse,  off  Algoa  Bay,  20  June,  1844. 

ugn^a%n*the  ^'  I  agree  on  the  part  of  the  owner  and  under- 
SS?[h?^«  writers  of  the  ship  Repulse  of  London  with  Captain 
wMnotioei-     Elder,  commander  of  the  bark  Prince  of  Waterloo 

tend  beyond 

the  foiiomng  of  Aberdeen,  that  he  or  his  owners  receive  the  sum 
morning,  over-    ^^  £500  for  remaining  by  the  ship  Repulse,  seeing 

her  safe,  and  rendering  all  and  every  assistance  into 

port." 

On  the  part  of  the  Prince  of  Waterloo  a  counter- 
agreement  was  signed  by  Captain  Elder,  the  master, 
in  these  words : — 

**  Ship  Repulse,  off  Algoa  Bay,  20  June,  1844. 

"  I  agree  to  remain  by  the  ship  Repulse,  see  her 
safe,  and  render  her  every  assistance  into  port,  for 
which  I  have  made  the  arrangements  with  Captain 
Marquis,  commander  of  the  above  ship." 
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Upon  the  return  of  the  Repulse  to  this  country  a       >«♦«• 


it  for  salvage  was  commenced  by  the  owner,  master 
d  crew  of  the  Prince  of  Waterloo.  The  action  r^Li. 
IS  entered  by  the  alleged  salvors  in  the  sum  of 
1000;  and  in  reference  to  the  agreement  it  was 
3aded,  that  the  acceptance  by  Captain  Elder  was 
ly  a  conditional  acceptance  of  the  terms  specified 
the  agreement,  Captain  E.  having  signed  the  same 
K)n  the  understanding  that  the  ship  would  get  into 
goa  Bay  upon  the  following  morning.  That  after 
e  agreement  had  been  executed.  Captain  E.  said  to 
iptain  M.  "  Now  mind,  if  we  don't  get  into  Algoa 
ly  in  the  morning,  this  agreement  is  to  be  void, 
d  I  shall  look  for  something  else,"  to  which  Cap- 
in  M.  assented. 

This  statement  was  contradicted  in  the  answer  to 
e  act ;  and  a  tender  of  £500,  the  amount  of  the 
iginal  agreement,  was  made  in  acts  of  Court. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  learned  judge  having  adverted  to  the  facts, 
id  to  the  alleged  agreement,  observed, — There  are 
^o  ways,  and  two  ways  only,  by  which  contracts  of 
is  description  can  be  annulled.  The  first  is  by 
oving  that  the  contract  was  founded  in  fraud  and 
isrepresentation,  in  which  case  it  would  be  void  ab 
itio ;  the  second,  by  showing  that  it  was  cancelled 
r  mutual  consent.  Neither  of  these  points  are  esta- 
ished  in  the  present  instance.  If  this  be  so,  I  have 
ily  to  consider  this  agreement  according  to  the  prin- 
ples  of  construction  which  prevail  in  this  and  other 
>urts.  The  very  object  of  all  written  contracts  is 
prevent  uncertainty  and  confusion,  and  to  avoid 
at  failure  of  memory  which  is  incidental  to  all  hu- 
an  transactions :  if  the  rules  by  which  these  con- 

VOL.  II.  E  E 
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1845. 
2itk  May. 

The 
Rbpuub. 


tracts  should  be  construed  are  relaxed,  all  the  evil 
consequences  which  they  were  intended  to  prevent 
will  be  produced.  Looking  then  to  the  terms  in 
which  the  agreement  is  drawn  up,  its  obvious  mean- 
mg  and  intent  is,  that  Captain  Elder  should  stay  by 
the  Repulse,  and  see  her  safe  into  Algoa  Bay,  for  the 
sum  of  £500.  This  is  stated  clearly  and  without 
limitation.  But  it  is  said  on  the  part  of  the  salvors, 
that  it  was  intended  by  Captain  Elder  as  a  mere  con- 
ditional agreement ;  and  a  conversation  is  stated  to 
have  taken  place,  aflter  the  contract  ytbs  signed,  in 
which  Captain  Elder  told  Captain  Marquis  if  they 
did  not  get  into  Algoa  Bay  on  the  following  morn- 
ing the  agreement  was  to  be  void.  If  this  was  the 
intention  of  Captain  Elder  that  the  detention  was  to 
be  for  one  night  only,  why  was  not  the  stipulation  in- 
troduced into  the  contract  ?  Was  it  not  within  the 
power  of  Captain  Elder  to  have  said,  "  This  contract 
I  will  not  sign  unless  this  condition  be  expressed  in 
it  ?"  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  circumstances  are 
alleged  which  are  sufficient  to  vitiate  this  agreement; 
and  I  am  therefore  bound  to  pronounce  for  the  ten- 
der of  £500,  but  I  do  not  think  it  a  case  in  which  I 
should  give  costs. 


24th  June. 

Privilege  of 
mister*  to  sae 
for  their  wages, 
uoderstat.  7&8 
Vict,  coofined 
to  two  cases. 
1st.  Where 
the  wages  are 
claimed  to  be 
due  from  a  party 
who  was  owner 
of  the  ship  at 
the  time  of  the 
origioal  coo- 
tract. 


THE  REPULSE.  Marquis. 
TN  this  case  an  action  was  entered  against  the  same 
vessel  by  Captain  Marquis,  the  master,  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £1800,  due  to  him  for  his  wages.  The 
action  was  brought  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
7  &  8  Vict.  c.  1 12,  the  original  owners  of  the  vessel 
having  become  bankrupts.  The  grounds  upon  which 
the  master's  claim  was  resisted  are  fully  noticed  and 
discussed  by  the  learned  judge  in  delivering  his  judg- 
ment. 
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rhe  case  was  argued  by  i846. 

24th  June. 


Haggard  and  R.  Phillimore  for  the  present  owners,      r^ J,^ 

2nd.  Where 

Addams  for  the  master.  Za'^X 

solvent  at  the 
time  when  the 

Judgment. —  JJr.  Lushington,  claim  bpre- 

[  must  first  direct  my  attention  to  the  true  con-  *  Matter  of  • 
action  of  the  act  of  parliament  upon  which  this  bfrl^°from*' 
t  is  brought,  an  act  which  has  conferred  a  great  suing  under  the 
al  privilege  upon  the  masters  of  merchant  vessels  ground  that  be 
extending  to  them  the  same  liens  and  remedies  in  moriJ|a^^°!>f 
;ard  to  the  recovery  of  their  wages  which  hereto-  {hat'hi^'wM** 
e  belonged  to  the  seamen  and  mariners  alone.  coj?nizant  of  the 

■nt  ^  .  .•         •      •  X  ^^      saleoftheveitel 

1  he  act  m  question  is,  m  some  respects,  necessanly  by  the  other 
pospective  in  its  effect,  inasmuch  as  it  applies  to  did^not^dLwDt 
itracts  made  between  masters  and  owners  antece-  ^""  *"*•'**  ***•• 
it  to  the  passing  of  the  act.  Again,  as  relates  to 
rtgagees  and  bottomry  bondholders  who  might 
ire  liens  upon  a  ship  at  the  time  the  statute  was 
ised,  it  puts  the  master  (in  the  case  specified  in 
!  act)  upon  the  same  footing  as  an  ordinary  mari- 
•,  thereby  confering  upon  him  a  priority  of  claim 
the  payment  of  his  wages.  It  is  no  part  of  my 
ty  to  examine  whether  or  not  these  consequences 
re  duly  considered  by  the  legislature  at  the  time 
:  statute  was  enacted.  I  must  take  the  act  as  it  is, 
i  put  a  legal  construction  upon  it.  Let  me  then 
t  consider  what  are  the  cases  specified  in  which 
I  master  is  entitled  to  the  privilege.  The  act  pro- 
es,  "  that  all  the  rights,  liens,  privileges  and  re- 
dies  (save  such  remedies  as  are  against  a  master 
tiself ),  which  by  this  act,  or  any  law,  statute,  cus- 
Q,  or  usage,  belong  to  any  seaman  or  mariner  in 
pect  to  the  recovery  of  his  wages,  shall,  in  the  case 
£e2 


400  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1845.  of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the  owner  of  the 
—  "!*!•__  ship,  also  belong  and  be  extended  to  masters  of  ships 
RkTu  WK.  ^^  master  mariners  in  respect  to  the  recovery  of  wages 
due  to  them  from  the  owner  of  any  ship  belonging 
to  any  of  her  majesty's  subjects."  From  these  words 
it  appears  that  the  privilege  of  the  master  is  confined 
to  two  cases, — first,  where  the  wages  are  claimed  to 
be  due  from  a  party  who  was  the  owner  of  the  ship 
at  the  time  of  the  original  contract ;  secondly,  where 
such  owner  is  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent  at  the  time 
when  the  claim  is  preferred.  I  am  aware  that  cases 
may  possibly  arise  upon  the  construction  of  this  act 
wliich  may  be  attended  with  great  difficulty  and  com- 
plexity ;  as,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the 
owner,  or  the  sale  and  transfer  of  the  vessel  during 
the  progress  of  a  voyage.  In  the  latter  case,  it  is 
obvious  that  the  purchaser  could  not  be  considered 
as  a  party  to  the  original  contract ;  and  it  would  be 
difficult  to  determine  whether  the  contract  was  extin- 
guished altogether,  or  whether  an  action  would  only 
lie  for  services  had  and  performed.  The  present  case 
is  attended  with  no  such  difficulties;  and  I  am  clearly 
of  opinion  that  the  insolvency  of  the  former  owners 
of  this  ship  in  the  present  instance,  is  the  insolvency 
contemplated  by  the  act,  and  that  it  gives  to  Captain 
Marquis  prima  facie  a  remedy  for  his  wages  against 
the  ship,  unless  his  claim  is  defeated  by  any  of  the 
circumstances  stated  in  the  proceedings.  In  the  act 
on  petition  and  in  the  affidavit  of  Captain  Shuttle- 
worth  it  is  averred,  that  by  the  arrangement  between 
Captains  Marquis  and  Shuttleworth  prior  to  the  sail- 
ing of  the  vessel.  Captain  M.  became  in  point  of  fact, 
if  not  in  law,  a  joint  mortgagee  of  the  ship;  it  is  also 
further  stated,  tliat  upon  the  return  of  the  vessel  to 
England,  Captain  Marquis  was  indebted  to  the  owners 
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upon  the  balant^e  of  his  accounts.     With  respect  to       1846. 

2Ath  June. 


these  avermentSy  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  mere  cir- 
cumstance, however  distinctly  proved,  that  Captain  r^"^ 
M.  was  a  joint  mortgagee  with  Captain  S.,  can  have 
10  legal  eflfect  in  barring  his  claim  for  wages  in  the 
present  proceedings ;  at  the  same  time,  I  have  yet  to 
learn  that  a  master  will  be  entitled  to  recover  his  en- 
tire wages  in  a  suit  in  this  Court,  if,  upon  a  balance 
3f  his  accounts,  he  is  indebted  to  the  owners.  His 
claim  must  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  case 
jf  an  ordinary  mariner  or  seaman,  where  the  wages 
ire  pronounced  for  subject  to  all  deductions  for  monies 
received,  or  clothes,  or  other  advances  fairly  and  bona 
fide  made.  Whatever  therefore  may  be  my  ultimate 
decision  in  this  case,  it  will  be  competent  for  Captain 
S.  to  appear  in  Court  and  have  any  of  his  claims  in- 
vestigated before  the  registrar  and  merchants,  and 
no  money  will  be  paid  out  of  the  Registry  to  Cap- 
tain Marquis  that  shall  not  be  found  due  upon  a  set- 
tlement of  the  accounts.  It  is  not  for  a  moment  to 
be  supposed  that  this  Court  will  ever  suffer  itself  to 
be  made  the  instrument  to  do  an  act  of  positive  in- 
justice, and  such  injustice  it  would  commit  if  it  were 
to  give  to  Captain  M.  the  whole  of  his  wages,  and 
thereby  enable  him  to  set  the  owners  at  defiance  in 
respect  to  what  is  due  from  him  on  a  settlement  of 
accounts. 

I  now  come  to  another  averment  in  opposition  to 
the  claim  of  Captain  Marquis,  which  is  deserving  of 
very  grave  consideration,  viz.  the  averment  that  the 
ultimate  sale  of  the  vessel  to  Mr.  Beach  was  made 
with  the  privity,  sanction  and  concurrence  of  Cap- 
tain Marquis.  This  part  of  the  case  was  much  argued 
by  the  learned  counsel  at  the  bar ;  and  it  was  strongly 
arged  upon  the  Court,  that  in  so  consenting  to  the 
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1845.        sale  of  the  ship,  Captain  M.  has  waived  his  lien  upon 

2AthJuni.  ^  ^ 


her,  and  by  his  own  conduct  has  lost  his  privilege  of 
RipuLi.  suing  against  the  vessel  under  the  provisions  of  the 
recent  statute.  In  support  of  this  argument  two 
cases  were  cited  by  the  learned  counsel ;  and  I  will 
now  proceed  to  dispose  of  these  cases,  neither  of  which 
in  my  judgment  has  any  bearing  upon  the  point  in 
issue.  In  the  case  of  Jacobs  v.  Latour,  reported  in 
5  Bing.  131,  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  was  this,  that  where  a  stable-keeper 
has  the  possession  of  a  horse,  he  has  a  lien  upon  that 
horse  for  the  expenses  of  its  keep  so  long  as  he  re- 
tains it ;  but  if  he  gives  up  the  possession  of  that 
horse,  his  lien  is  gone.  This  position  is  perfectly  true, 
and  the  same  principle  would  apply  to  a  ship  in  dock: 
so  long  as  the  owner  of  the  dock  retains  possession 
of  the  ship,  he  has  a  lien  upon  her  for  dock  expenses 
incurred ;  but  if  he  permits  the  vessel  to  leave  the 
dock,  his  lien  upon  her  is  gone.  Various  other  cases 
might  be  cited  to  the  same  effect ;  but  the  question 
is,  does  this  principle  apply  to  the  present  case  ?  1 
apprehend  not ;  and  for  this  reason,  that  Captain  M. 
had  no  possession  of  any  lien  upon  this  vessel  in  the 
legal  acceptation  of  the  term.  In  the  case  of  Govett 
V.  Richmond,  reported  in  7  Sim.  R.,  the  principle 
laid  down  was  to  this  effect, — where  a  person,  having 
a  claim  upon  property  which  is  the  subject  of  a  refer- 
ence, knows  that  the  arbitration  is  going  on,  but  does 
not  bring  forward  his  claim,  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
award.  In  the  present  case  there  was  no  legal  pro- 
ceeding to  transfer  the  title  to  this  vessel,  and  it  was 
merely  a  private  transaction  between  Captain  Shut- 
tleworth  and  Mr.  Beach. 

Having  thus  disposed  of  these  cases,  I  will  in  con- 
clusion examine  with  some  particularity  the  drcurn- 
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stances  under  which  it  is  alWed  that  the  sale  in       1845. 

24th  Jun§. 


[question  took  place.  The  vessel,  it  appears,  arrived 
in  this  country  in  January  last,  and  at  the  end  of  that  reIuL^ 
DQionth  the  sale  took  place.  Mr.  Heaviside  swears  in 
bis  affidavit,  that  the  question  of  selling  the  ship  was 
discussed  in  a  meeting  at  which  Captain  M.  was  pre- 
sent, and  that  Captain  M.  was  consulted,  and  fully  au- 
thorized the  sale  of  the  ship.  He  further  swears,  and  in 
this  he  is  confirmed  by  Mr.  Turner,  that  immediately 
after  the  meeting  he  made  an  entry  in  his  journal 
to  this  eflPect,  "  Captain  M.,  in  the  presence  of  Mr. 
Turner  and  myself,  agreed  that  Captain  S.  was  to  sell 
the  Repulse  for  £6000."  Now,  I  have  no  hesitation 
in  giving  to  these  gentlemen  entire  credit  for  an  inten- 
tion to  speak  the  truth.  I  feel  however  this  difficulty 
with  respect  to  the  reception  of  their  evidence  as  it  is 
thus  given  in  their  affidavit,  viz.  that  it  conveys  only 
the  impressions  of  their  own  opinion  of  the  result  of 
the  conversation,  and  not  the  materials  from  which  this 
opinion  is  drawn.  This  is  one  of  the  difficulties  with 
respect  to  this  part  of  the  case ;  and  I  feel  that,  sit- 
ting as  a  judge  in  a  court  of  justice,  I  am  not  at  li- 
berty to  rely  with  safety  and  satisfaction  upon  such 
evidence.  On  the  other  hand,  Captain  M.  gives  a 
long  and  detailed  account  of  what  took  place  on  the 
occasion  in  question.  He  states  that  Captain  S.  ob- 
Jerved,  "I  am  oflPered  £6000  for  the  ship,  and  I  don't 
:hink  I  shall  get  more.  Do  you  think  I  ought  to 
ake  it  ?"  That  he  Captain  M.  replied,  "  You  are  the 
Jest  judge ;  you  can  do  as  you  like."  Upon  which 
Uaptain  S.  said,  "  I  think  I  shall  close ;"  and  depo- 
lent  said,  "  You  know  best."  That  he.  Captain  M., 
hen  left,  and  Captain  S.  subsequently  informed  him 
be  had  sold  the  vessel  for  £100  more.  He  further 
states,  that  he  had  no  reason  to  believe  at  the  time 
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1845.       that  any  opposition  would  be  made  to  the  payment 


of  his  wages ;  and  that  he  acted  under  the  impresdon 
RwuLSB.     ^^^  Captain  S.  had  full  power  to  effect  the  sale,  and 
that  his  sanction  and  assent  was  not  necessary  and  was 
not  applied  for.    The  result  of  Captain  M/s  statement, 
then,  is  this,  that  he  was  cognizant  of  the  intended 
sale  of  the  vessel,  and  that  he  did  not  dissent  from  it 
The  question  arises,  does  this  his  non-dissent,  if  I  may 
use  the  expression — in  other  words,  this  tacit  assent 
or  abstaining  from  dissent  on  his  part,  bar  him  from 
his  right  to  sue  the  present  owners?     I  apprehend 
not ;  and  for  this  simple  reason,  that  he  had  no  l^al 
power  of  assent  at  all,  and  that  his  consent  was  in  no 
degree  necessary  to  complete  the  sale.     Upon  the 
whole  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  Captain  M.  is  legally  entitled  to  proceed  in  this 
suit ;  at  the  same  time  it  must  be  distinctly  under- 
stood, that  he  will  not  recover  from  the  hands  of  the 
Court  one  sixpence  more  than  he  is  entitled  to  upon 
a  fair  settlement  of  accounts. 


LA  CONSTANCIA. 
Motion. 

lAth  Novmnher, 

Where  a  bood-   JN  this  casc  three  bonds  of  bottomry  were  granted 

irJto^T,:^;    "pon  tws  ship. 

the  secunty  of        fhe  first  boud  was  executed  upon  the  27th  of  Fe- 

the  ship  alone,  *  , 

it  is  not  com.  bruary,  1845,  and  hypothecated  the  ship  only;  tne 

toMiend thaT  second  boud,  bearing  the  same  date,  hjrpothecated 

^exp^''''^  the  cargo  only ;    and  the  third  bond,  dated  the  94 

terms  of  the  of  April,  was  uDOu  the  ship  alone.     The  validity  of 

bottomry  hood.      ,        '^  ,    ,         ,  *     ,.  ,  i      i         l' 

Three  honds  the  Several  bonds  was  not  disputed,  and  the  snip 
grantelTu^n     having  been  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  Court,  the 
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(uestion  arose  as  to  the  ftinds  out  of  which  the  several       1845. 

K)nds  should  be  paid.  UthNanemker. 

La 

CoMtTAlfCIA. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington.  theiamevesMi; 

The  validity  of  these  bonds  is  not  disputed,  and  granted  opon 
he  question  which  I  have  to  determine  is  confined  to  the  thSitond 
he  consideration  of  the  funds  out  of  which  the  seve-  ^ot»>««^ 
al  bonds  are  to  be  defrayed.     The  vessel,  it  appears,     "  mirihti- 
¥as  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Lima  to  London  with  a  the  Court  di- ' 
argo  of  silver  and  guano,  and  having  met  with  da-  J^^i^olthe 
mage  at  sea  was  compelled  to  put  into  Bahia  to  refit.  ^^^^^  ^ 
The  silver  on  board  was  applied  in  the  first  instance  ceediof  the  ship 
in  payment  of  the  repairs;  but  not  being  sufiSicient  ^odo^otiM 
to  cover  the  whole  of  the  expenses,  the  master  was  ^^^nhiTi^ 
obliged  to  take  up  money  on  bottomry,  for  which  he  ?^f  ®f  *^ 
executed  a  bond  bearing  date  the  27th  of  February,  fim  imunce, 
1845,  and  which  bond  is  upon  the  ship  alone.     Sub-  onw  heiriSbie 
sequent  to  the  departure  of  the  vessel  from  Bahia,  i>nhe'^Jbt* 
^he  met  with  a  collision,  and  was  compelled  to  return  »*»9ttW  ^  >»- 

sumcieDL 

o  that  port  for  fiirther  repairs.  For  the  payment  of 
hese  repairs  further  advances  of  money  were  required 
>y  the  master,  and  a  second  bond  of  bottomry  was 
Xecuted  by  him  upon  the  cargo  only.  A  third  bond 
v^  also  given,  dated  the  9th  of  April,  1845,  and  this 
K)nd  purports  to  hypothecate  the  ship,  without  any 
'^ference  to  the  freight  or  the  cargo  on  board. 

Now,  with  respect  to  these  bonds,  I  am  of  opinion, 
hat  the  bond  of  the  9th  of  April,  being  the  last  in 
>oint  of  date,  is  entitled  to  the  priority  of  payment, 
md  that  the  payment  thereof  must  be  defrayed  ex- 
ilusively  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship.  I  conceive 
ilso  that  the  original  bond  of  the  27th  of  February 
nust  likewise  be  defrayed  out  of  the  same  proceeds ; 
ind  if  these  proceeds  should  prove  insufficient  to 
lOver  the  two  bonds,  the  loss  must  fall  upon  the 
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1845.        bondholders, — and  for  this  obvious  reason,  viz.  that 

'  they  have  themselves  chosen  to. limit  their  security  to 

CowtTAKciA,  the  ship  alone ;  and  there  is  no  principle  of  law 
which  will  enable  them  to  extend  that  security  beyond 
the  express  tenns  in  which  the  instrument  of  hypo- 
thecation is  couched.  With  respect  to  the  remain- 
ing bond,  which  is  upon  the  cargo  only,  although  in 
the  present  instance  its  validity  is  not  cont^ted,  I  can 
only  pronounce  that  it  is  valid  in  point  of  law,  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  hypothecation  of  the  ship, 
freight  and  cargo  were  contemplated  by  the  contract- 
ing parties  when  the  bond  was  executed.  The  ship 
and  freight  undoubtedly  form  the  primary  resources 
for  the  discharge  of  all  bottomry  bonds,  and  the  cargo 
is  only  liable  when  these  resources  are  exhausted. 
This  doctrine  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Stowell,  in  the 
case  of  the  Gratitudine,  and  in  deciding  the  present 
question  I  shall  adhere  to  the  authority  of  that  deci- 
sion. 

If  then  the  proceeds  of  this  ship  should  be  ex- 
hausted in  the  present  instance  in  the  payment  of  the 
two  bonds  of  the  27th  of  February  and  the  9th  of 
April,  the  intermediate  bond,  which  is  upon  the  cargo, 
must  be  satisfied  in  the  first  instance  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  freight;  and  when  these  are  expended, 
the  bondholder  will  be  entitled  to  fall  back  upon  the 
cargo.  I  make  this  decision  upon  the  principle,  that, 
where  there  are  several  bonds  upon  diflPerent  securities, 
I  am  bound  so  to  deal  with  the  assets  that  one  secu- 
rity should  not  be  exhausted  at  the  expense  of  the 
other,  but  that  the  claims  of  all  the  creditors,  if  pos- 
sible, should  be  satisfied. 
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THE  BATAVIER.  ,,„^S1^^ 


his  case  the  Batavier,  a  steam-vessel  belonging  wbe«  • 
>  the  Netherlands  Steam  Navigation  Company,  Joirbrtt'"" 
on  her  passage  from  London  to  Rotterdam,  oiherveswi 

IT   •  -1  •  •  1      1       m  undtT  weigh, 

mto  collision  m  the  river  with  the  Topaz,  an-  the  onus  pro- 
steamer   belonging  to  the  Gravesend   Steam  the  tlsi^i  doing 
t  Company.     The  Batavier  was  in  charge  of  a  IhcU b^Sod"** 
icensed  pilot,  and  the  collision  took  place  off  *how  that  the 
send ;  the  Topaz  being  at  the  time  anchored  by  not  uccatiooed 
le  anchor,  about  200  or  300  feet  from  the  North  neRii^ence  on^ 
sex  shore.     Two  questions  were  raised:  first,  ****xK^iein 
the  general  merits ;  and,  secondly,  how  far  the  »«.<>?  from  lia- 
s  of  the  Batavier  were  liable  for  the  damage ;  Piiot  Act^not  * 
ilot  being  taken  on  board  by  preference  and  Illt^own'I^Jor 
3mpulsorily,  and  having  been  constantly  em-  ^^^fu"^."* 
1  by  the  owners  of  the  Batavier  in  piloting  their  constant  cm- 
3  up  and  down  the  river  for  a  period  of  fifteen  samrpUot^to^  * 

pilot  their  veasel 
up  and  down 
the  river  for  a 

JUDGMENT.— Z)r.  Lushington.  ^t  ""^  ^^'^'^ 

itlemen,  I  must  first  direct  your  attention  to 
is  the  presumption  of  law  when  a  vessel  at 
r  is  run  down  by  another  vessel.  I  conceive  it 
this, — that  the  vessel  under  weigh  is  bound  to 
by  clear  and  indisputable  evidence,  that  the 
int  did  not  arise  from  any  fault  or  negligence  on 
irt ;  and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that  a  vessel 
at  anchor  has  no  means  of  shifting  her  position  or 
ng  the  collision.  It  is,  I  apprehend,  the  bounden 
Df  the  vessel  under  weigh,  whether  the  vessel  at 
•r  be  properly  or  improperly  anchored,  to  avoid 
be  possible,  with  safety  to  herself,  any  collision 
iver.  This  is  not  only  the  doctrine  of  the  mari- 
iaw,  but  it  is  also  the  doctrine  of  the  common 
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1846.       law  with  respect  to  carriages  on  the  high  road.    Sup- 

nih  December.  r  o  o  r 


posing  a  carriage  be  standing  still,  and  be  on  the 
BaIa^ul     wrong  side  of  the  road,  it  would  be  no  justification  for 
another  carriage,  which  might  be  on  the  right  side  of 
the  road,  to  run  into  that  carriage  if  the  driver  could 
avoid  it  without  risk  to  himself.     Bearing  this  prin- 
ciple in  mind,  let  us  now  look  to  the  general  features 
of  this  case,  and  then  consider  who  are  the  pardeB 
to  blame  in  the  present  instance.     It  appears  from 
the  statements  on  both   sides  that  the  Topaz  was 
anchored   near  to  the  north  shore,  and  was  lying 
between  200  and  300  feet  from  the  shore.     If  this  be 
so,  the  question  arises,  whether  the  course  pursued  by 
the  Batavier  in  going  to  the  N.E.  was  a  fit  and  proper 
course  to  be  pursued  ?    This  must  depend  upon  various 
considerations;  in  the  first  place,  whether  in  your 
opinion  there  was  sufficient  width  and  space  to  aJIow 
the  Batavier  to  have  gone  in  any  other  direction  with 
safety.     Another  consideration  is,  whether  there  was 
sufficient  breadth  and  depth  of  water  to  the  S.W.  to 
have  enabled  her  to  take  that  particular  direction.   The 
case  which  is  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  Batavier  is  this: 
that  in  order  to  pass  the  Topaz  to  the  east  in  the  best 
water,  there  not  being  water  enough  to  permit  the 
Batavier  to  go  either  over  the  Whiting  Shoal  or  to  the 
west  thereof,  the  pilot  called  to  the  man  at  the  wheel 
to  put  the  helm  astarboard.    If  this  statement  be  true, 
and  you  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  sufficient  space 
and  depth  of  water  to  the  west  to  have  enabled  the 
Batavier  to  have  taken  that  course  with  safety,  the 
Batavier,  I  apprehend,  had  the  option  of  an  open 
course,  without  the  necessity  of  running  a  risk  of  any 
collision  whatever. 

Under  these  circumstances,  leaving  you  to  fix  the 
precise  position  of  the  Topaz,  I  shall  request  your 
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>n  upon  the  following  points.     In  the  first  place,        1846. 

le  Batavier  pursue  a  proper  course  in  going  to  

istward  of  the  Topaz  ?  and,  secondly,  was  the     baJa"ie, 

;  anchored  in  a  proper  place  and  in  a  proper 

er?     In  considering  the  last  point,  you  must 

ect  that  the  Topaz  had  been  recently  repaired 

^as  just  come  out  of  dock,  and  that  she  was  at 

r  only  for  the  purpose  of  getting  up  her  steam 

f  proceeding  on  her  course.     Was  it  then  neces- 

as  a  matter  of  proper  maritime  precaution,  that 

hould   have   had   two  anchors  down?     With 

rt;  to  the  averment,  that  just  prior  to  the  collision 

elm  of  the  Topaz  was  altered,  I  can  find  no 

ice  to  substantiate  the  fact,  and  it  is  directly 

ed  and  contradicted  in  the  evidence  of  the  master, 

;wears  that  the  helm  was  kept  hard  a  port. 

Qtlemen,  there  remains  only  one  further  point  to 

i  it  is  necessary  that  I  should  direct  your  atten- 

and  that  is,  whether  in  your  opinion  there  was 
eglect  on  the  part  of  the  master  or  any  of  the 
of  the  Batavier  ?  Such  neglect  could  only  arise, 
B  present  instance,  either  from  the  want  of  a 
r  look-out,  or  from  an  imperfect  execution  of 
rders  given  by  the  pilot.  As  regards  the  former, 
0  be  borne  in  mind  that  both  the  master  and  the 
were  upon  the  paddle-box  at  the  time,  and,  as 

I  can  discover,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  to 
pon  the  master  or  any  of  the  crew  a  failure  in 
ng  the  pilot's  directions. 

e  Trinity  MasterSy  having  considered  the  points 
itted  by  the  learned  judge,  were  of  opinion : — 
at  the  Batavier  did  not  pursue  a  proper  course 
ing  to  the  N.E.  of  the  Topaz,  and  that  no  blame 
3ver  was  attributable  to  the  Topaz,  either  in 
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1845.       respect  to  the  place  or  the  manner  in  which  she  was 

i7<^   ectmhtr.  g^^jjQj.gj      They  wcrc  also  of  opinion,  that  there  was 

Ba J"i».     ^^  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  crew  of  the  Batatier  in 

not  keeping  a  good  look-out,  or  in  not  executing  the 

orders  of  the  pilot  when  such  orders  were  given. 

The  Court  having  pronounced  for  the  damage,  a 
question  was  raised  respecting  the  liability  of  the 
owners  of  the  Batavier :  and  it  was  submitted  by  the 
counsel  for  the  Topaz,  that  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
did  not  apply  to  exonerate  them  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  inasmuch  that  the  pilot  on  board 
the  Batavier  had  been  in  the  constant  employment  of 
that  vessel  as  pilot  from  the  year  1830,  and  that  he 
was  taken  on  board,  not  compulsorily  but  voluntarily, 
in  the  present  instance,  and  was  consequently  to  be 
considered  as  the  servant  of  the  owners. 

On  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the  Batavier  it  was 
urged,  that  in  order  to  deprive  the  owners  of  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  it  must  be  shown  that  the  pilot 
was  exclusively  their  servant,  and  that  the  simple  feet 
of  the  pilot  having  always,  with  two  exceptions,  con- 
ducted the  vessel  to  and  from  Gravesend,  created  no 
difference  in  the  law  of  the  case.  Under  the  Pilot 
Act  the  owners  were  bound  to  take  a  pilot  on  board, 
and  as  this  person  was  well  acquainted  with  the  master 
and  crew  of  the  Batavier,  it  was  natural  that  the 
master  would  prefer  having  him  to  any  other  pilot 
It  was  as  preposterous  to  urge  this  preference  as  a 
bar  to  the  owner's  privilege  under  the  statute,  as  it 
would  be  to  contend  that  a  soldier,  who  had  liberty  to 
choose  which  of  six  drummers  should  flog  him,  in 
making  the  selection  proved  that  the  receiving  of  the 
flogging  was  voluntary. 
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Per  Curiam.  1846. 

.^he  Trinity  Masters  and  myself  being  of  opinion  ^^'*^***"**^' 
b  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the     „  '''"■ 

•^  ,  Batatiih. 

►t,  I  have  now  to  determine  whether  the  particular 
umstances  of  this  case  take  away  from  the  owners 
ir  exemption  from  responsibility  under  the  pro- 
ons  of  the  Pilot  Act.  The  first  ingredient  to 
ig  the  case  within  the  act  is,  that  the  damage 
)ccasioned  exclusively  by  the  fault  of  the  pilot, 
is  is  established  in  the  present  instance.  The  next 
redient  to  exonerate  the  owners  is,  that  the  pilot 
sived  on  board  should  be  a  duly  licensed  pilot, 
the  present  case  this  requisite  of  the  law  also 
satisfied,  because  it  is  admitted  that  the  pilot  was 
ly  licensed ;  and  if  he  had  been  accidentally  picked 
in  the  port  of  London  and  took  charge  of  the 
sel  the  owners  would  be  exonerated.  It  is  alleged 
wever  that  this  pilot  has  been  constantly  engaged 
d  employed  in  the  service  of  the  vessel  as  pilot, 
nn  the  year  1830  up  to  the  present  period ;  and  that 
•on  this  account  he  is  to  be  considered  rather  as  a 
rvant  voluntarily  engaged  by  the  owners,  than  as  an 
iinary  pilot  taken  under  the  compulsory  provisions 
the  statute.  I  confess  that  I  am  altogether  unable 
accede  to  the  force  and  propriety  of  his  argument, 
le  great  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  ensure  duly 
ensed  pilots  being  placed  on  board  all  vessels  of  a 
rtain  tonnage  navigating  the  rivers  and  ports  of 
is  country.  There  is  no  restrictive  enactment  to 
event  any  individual  duly  qualified  from  accepting 
Undertaking  a  constant  and  permanent  engagement, 
am  well  aware,  that,  when  a  vessel  is  at  sea  and  a 
lot  puts  off,  there  is  a  compulsion  upon  the  master 
receive  such  pilot,  if  he  be  the  first  that  presents 
naself ;  but  I  have  yet  to  learn  that  when  vessels  are 
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Thb 
Batavibr. 


lying  in  port  and  about  to  sail,  the  master  and  owneTS 
have  no  right  to  select  their  own  pilot,  provided  he 
be  properly  qualified,  to  conduct  the  vessel.  It  would, 
I  conceive,  be  highly  detrimental  to  the  interests  of 
navigation  if  such  a  position  could  be  maintained. 
On  the  contrary,  I  consider  it  highly  advantageous, 
not  only  to  the  owners  of  vessels  but  to  the  public  at 
large,  that  the  same  pilot  should  be  constantly  em- 
ployed on  board  a  vessel,  inasmuch  as  he  becomes 
thereby  well  acquainted  with  the  master  and  crew, 
and  is  consequently  more  likely  to  conduct  the  vessd 
amicably  and  properly.  Under  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  then  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  owners  of  the 
Batavier  are  clearly  exonerated  in  the  present  instance, 
and  I  must  dismiss  them  accordingly. 

Dr.  Cartels. — With  costs  ? 

Per  Curiam. — No.  If  you  had  admitted  the  fects 
and  rested  your  defence  upon  the  Pilot  Act  I  should 
have  given  you  your  costs ;  but  as  you  have  put  in 
controversy  a  variety  of  facts,  which  have  been  proved 
against  you,  you  are  not  entitled  to  costs. 


1846. 
IZth  January. 

Advances  made 
for  the  service 
of  a  ship,  to 

ay  debts  bonft 
eiDCurred 
previous  to  the 
advances,  may 
be  legally  in- 
elodd  in  a 
bond  of  bot- 
tomry. 

The  general 
validity  of  a 
bond  will  not 
be  vitiated  by 


THE  HEBE.     Hampton. 

npHIS  was  a  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  bot- 
tomry bond  executed  by  the  master  at  Sydney 
in  New  South  Wales.  The  various  pleadings  in  the 
cause  were  discussed  by  the  Court  at  considerable 
length  upon  the  admission  of  a  rejoinder.  (Vide 
supra,  vol.  ii.  pt  1,  p.  147.) 

The  case  was  now  argued  upon  its  merits  by 

Haggard  and  Harding  for  the  bondholder. 
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Addams  and  Robinson  for  the  owner.  i846. 

\Zth  January* 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  validity  of  the  bond    '^ ""  ^"'** 
IS  contested  are  noticed  seriatim  in  the  judgment  of  the  icSderof  the 
^  Court.  X^Sir 

indebted  to  the 
ship  It  the  time 

Judgment. — Dr.  Luahington,  heiemthe 

It  appears  that  the  proceedings  in  this  case  were  wiifS'ioJaii!* 
nmenced  as  far  back  as  the  month  of  August,  1841;  l^.  p^VJJJ^^ 
t  the  delay  which  has  occurred  is  sufficiently  ex-  amount  of  the 

,._%^  .  111  1  dedoctiODS  must 

med  by  the  tact,  that  the  bond  was  executed  at  5e  asceruiued 

dney  in  New  South  Wales,  and  all  the  material  t^^e'iul^siraJ** 

dence  in  the  cause  has  of  necessity  been  supplied  *°**  merchants. 

m   that  distant  country.     From   the  arguments 

ich  have  been  addressed  to  the  Court,  I  collect 

it  the  opposition  to  the  validity  of  the  bond  is 

ted  upon  three  grounds.     The  first  objection  is, 

it  all   or  the   greater   part  of  the  advances   for 

ich  the  bond  was  given,  were  for  the  liquidation 

debts  incurred  previous  to  the  time  when  such  ad- 

ices  were  made.     Assuming  the  fact  to  be  so,  the 

sstion  arises,  is  it  fatal  to  the  validity  of  a  bond  of 

tomry  that  the  whole  or  a  considerable  part  of  the 

ney  advanced  is  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of 

)t8  already  incurred,  that  is  to  say,  provided  such 

)t8  be  bona  fide  incurred  for  the  necessary  dis- 

rsements  of  the  ship  ?     My  own  experience  in  this 

urt  supplies  me  with  no  principle  or  authority  to 

jr  such  effect.     On  the  contrary,  looking  to  the 

ictice  of  the  Court  in  former  questions  of  this  de- 

iption,  I  apprehend  that  it  is  a  matter  of  every  day 

Jurrence  in  this  class  of  cases,  that  money  is  ad- 

iced  on  bottomry  in  part  at  least  for  the  payment 

debts  already  incurred.     It  would,  I  conceive,  be 

»ugnant  to  all  principles  of  Justice  and  equity  to 

l^OL.  II.  F  F 
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uthJmu       prohibit  the  lending  of  money  on  bottomry  for  the 
payment  of  such  debts,  leaving  the  creditor  at  Syd- 
ney or  elsewhere  to  follow  the  master  or  owner  to 
England  for  his  money.     It  would  also,  it  seems  to 
me,  be  most  highly  detrimental  to  the  interest  of  tbe 
shipowners  themselves  if  any  such  rule  prevailed,  in- 
asmuch that  they  would  be  obliged  to  furnish  credit 
at  every  port  into  which  the  ship  might  enter:  for 
who  would  trust  the  master  alone?     Again,  would 
such  a  rule  tend  to  advance  the  completion  of  voyagei 
•  of  this  very  description  ?     I  think  not ;  and  for  ^ 
reason,  that,  if  the  ship  could  not  be  arrested,  the  mas- 
ter might  in  all  ordinary  cases,  if  not  in  this  parti* 
eular  case,  be  detained, — and  how  is  the  ship  to  pro- 
ceed  without  him  ?     As  regards  the  owners  of  tlie 
vessel,  they  would  surely  have  no  reason  to  complaia, 
because  the  debts  to  be  paid  must  be  the  proper  and 
just  debts  of  the  ship  for  which  they  ought  to  hm 
provided.     If  they  neglect  to  do  so,  or  the  master 
abuses  his  trust,  who  is  to  suffer  ?     Not  the  innocent 
creditor,  but  the  principal  for  the  acts  of  his  ag^t 
In  order  to  satisfy  my  own  mind,  I  have  attentively 
examined  the  various  cases  of  bottomry  to  be  found 
collected  in  the  Reports ;  and  I  feel  that  I  am  wijh 
ported  in  this  view  of  the  matter  by  the  dedsioiil 
which  have  been  heretofore  delivered  in  this  Court, 
The  whole  of  the  argument  upon  this  part  of  ^ 
case  seems  to  have  been  founded  upon  a  misapprebeD- 
sion  of  the  principle  so  often  adverted  to  in  cases  of 
this  kind,  that  if  a  person  advances  money,  or  undtf* 
takes  repairs,  or  furnishes  necessaries  to  a  vessel  ujxffl 
the  personal  security  of  the  owners,  he  shsdl  not  be 
at  liberty,  by  taking  a  subsequent  bond  from  tbfi 
master,  to  convert  that  security  into  a  bottomry  secu- 
rity.    To  this  doctrine,  as  a  position  of  law  long  esta- 
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led  and  recognized  in  the  practice  of  this  Court,        1846. 

tirely  accede.    At  the  same  time  I  would  observe, !|^!|^- 

the  principle  upon  which  this  doctrine  is  founded 
no  application  to  the  present  case.  The  principle 
I  which  such  doctrine  is  founded  is  this,  that  no 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  alter  a  contract  into  which 
iias  already  entered,  without  the  consent  of  the 
r  contracting  party,  and  to  his  prejudice.  He 
chosen  his  security,  and  by  that  he  must  abide. 
it  common  law  a  creditor  is  precluded  from  alter- 
a  simple  contract  debt  into  a  bond  debt  by  his 
act  and  deed,  upon  the  same  reason  a  person 
I  advances  money  for  the  service  of  a  ship  upon 
onal  security  in  the  first  instance,  cannot,  ex  mero 
u,  although  with  the  concurrence  of  the  master, 
rert  the  transaction  into  a  bottomry  transaction, 
ly  other  distinctions  might  be  pointed  out  between 
Iwo  cases ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  dwell 
;er  upon  this  part  of  the  case :  the  point  does  not 
)erly  arise  in  this  stage  of  the  proceedings;  it 
[it  rather  to  have  been  mooted  as  matter  of  objec- 
to  the  report  of  the  Registrar  and  merchants.  I 
},  however,  thought  it  right  to  deUver  my  opinion 
[1  it  because  it  was  contested  at  the  bar ;  and  I 
3  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  if  the  fact  was  most 
f  established,  it  would  not  affect  the  general  vali- 
of  the  bond  in  issue :  the  utmost  limit,  to  which 
objection  could  extend,  would  be  the  possible  dis- 
nrance  of  some  specific  items  in  the  bond, 
now  come  to  a  second  objection  against  this  bond, 
ch  is  set  forth  in  the  rejoinder  in  these  words, — 
eacon  further  expressly  denies  that  R.  G.  Dunlop 
not  in  any  manner  indebted  to  the  brig  or  her 
lers  at  or  for  some  time  prior  to  his  pretended  ad- 
ces  on  bottomry  on  account  of  the  brig ;  on  the 
ff2 
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1846.       contrary,  he  was  at  such  times  indebted  to  the  brig  or 

\3th  January.    .^^J^'>.  ^ 

Her  owners. 

Looking  to  the  terms  in  which  this  averment  is 
worded,  I  must  say  that  I  feel  some  little  difficulty  in 
ascertaining  the  real  purport  and  intention  for  whidi 
it  is  made.     It  is  abundantly  clear  that  Dunlop  was, 
at  a  time  anterior  to  the  advance  of  the  money,  in- 
debted to  the  ship.     He  was  the  person  who  char- 
tered her  on  her  last  voyage,  and  was  indebted  in  the 
balance  of  the  freight  upon  the  completion  of  that 
voyage.     The  question,  however,  is  not  whether  he 
was  in  debt  anterior  to  the  taking  of  the  bottomiy 
bond,  but  whether  he  was  in  debt  at  the  time  when  the 
money  was  advanced.     If  he  were  in  debt  some  short  I 
time  previously,  and  had  discharged  that  debt  before 
the  advance  on  bottomry  was  made,  the  averment  is 
altogether  immaterial.     If  it  be  meant  that  he  was  in 
debt  to  the  ship  when  he  advanced  the  money,  to  the 
extent  of  the  money  advauced,  the  feet  is  of  great 
importance,  because  no  man  can  advance  money  on 
bottomry  who  is  so  indebted  at  the  time. 

In  order  to  elucidate  this  pajl;  of  the  case,  which  is 
thus  obscurely  alleged,  and  which  ought  to  have  been 
stated  with  the  utmost  precision,  a  large  mass  of  ac- 
counts have  been  brought  in ;  but  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  go  through  these  accounts  in  detail:  it 
is  sufficient  to  say,  that  neither  the  accounts  nor  the 
evidence  satisfy  my  mind  that  Dunlop  was  a  debtor 
to  the  ship  or  her  owners  to  the  amount  of  the  money 
which  has  been  advanced  upon  this  bond.  Whether 
he  was  at  all  indebted,  and  to  what  extent,  it  is  unne- 
cessary for  me  to  decide  upon  the  present  'occasion; 
and  for  this  reason,  that  if  he  was  in  debt  to  the  ship 
at  the  time  of  the  advance,  but  not  to  the  amount 
advanced,  the  consequence  would  be  that  the  bond 
would  be  invalid  pro  tanto  only ;  and  the  proper  tri- 
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Idth  January, 
The  Hbbe. 


bunal  to  investigate  that  question  in  the  present  in-  ^^^j}f^; 
jtance  is  before  the  registrar  and  merchants  by  whom 
:he  necessary  deductions  must  be  made.  The  third 
ind  last  objection  refers  to  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Dun- 
op  in  paying  over  certain  freight  money  to  Malcolm, 
he  master,  notwithstanding  the  express  direction  to 
the  contrar}'^  by  Mr.  Turcan,  a  brother  of  one  of  the 
Dwners. 

In  support  of  this  averment  an  affidavit  has  been 
Bwom  by  Mr.  Turcan,  in  which  he  states  that  he  re- 
presented to  Mr.  Dunlop  that  the  owners  were  desi- 
lous  the  brig  should  be  sent  home  to  England ;  and 
that  he  cautioned  Messrs.  D.  &  Co.  to  see  that  the 
freight  of  the  brig  was  properly  applied  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  vessel,  or  remitted  to  the  owners.  As- 
saming  the  feet  to  be  as  stated,  the  question  arises, 
could  Dunlop  on  such  a  warning  have  legally  withheld 
the  money  from  Malcolm,  then  in  command  of  the 
Vessel  ?  With  whom  was  the  contract  which  Dunlop 
had  entered  into  ? — The  only  existing  contract  was 
between  Dunlop  and  Malcolm.  Who  was  Malcolm? 
^as  he  not  the  master  still  in  command,  and  employed 
b  such  a  course  of  navigation  as  empowered  him  to 
let  the  vessel  on  freight  ?  Can  any  person  doubt  that 
in  action  might  have  been  brought  at  Sydney  at  the 
suit  of  Malcolm  to  recover  from  Dunlop  the  freight 
fliat  was  due  ?  What  would  be  the  defence  ?  what 
could  Dunlop  plead  ? — Not  that  the  freight  was  not 
iue,  but  that  he  had  been  told  by  a  brother  of  one  of 
the  owners  to  Mrithhold  it,  there  being  no  evidence  to 
show  that  Mr.  Turcan  had  any  authority  from  the 
owners  for  the  purpose.  I  cannot  conceive  that  such 
a  defence,  even  if  capable  of  being  put  into  a  legal 
^pe,  could  have  availed  in  a  court  of  law ;  and  it  is 
Hot  my  business  to  inquire  whether  a  court  of  equity 
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1846.  would  have  interfered.  Mr.  Dunlop  in  my  opinion 
*''"*"^^'  was  perfectly  justified  in  not  involviiig  himBelf  in  the 
risk  of  atiy  such  proceeding.  As  regards  the  alleged 
pajntient  of  the  freight  money  to  the  master,  therefore, 
I  see  no  ground  whatever  for  sustaining  the  charge  of 
collusion  against  him — a  charge  which  has  been  rather 
insinuated  in  the  argument  thaii  distinctly  averred  in 
the  pleadings.  Even  assuming  that  the  money  ym 
paid  incautiously  and  improperly,  I  do  not  consider 
that  such  a  pa3rment  could  affect  the  validity  of  a 
bottomry  bond  subsequently  taken,  unless  the  pay- 
ment was  so  connected  with  the  bond  as  to  make  the 
whole  transaction  a  fraudulent  transaction. 

Before  I  conclude  toy  observations  I  will  advert 
very  briefly  to  the  evidence  which  has  been  adduced 
on  the  one  side  and  on  the  other,  with  respect  to  the 
necessity  of  the  alleged  advances,  and  the  mode  in 
which  they  are  stated  to  have  been  made.  On  the 
part  of  the  bondholder's  case  there  is,  in  the  fiirt 
place,  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Dunlop,  in  which  he  sweaw 
that,  having  observed  an  advertisement  in  the  publfc 
journals  of  the  17th,  19th  and  21st  of  Octobcar,  re- 
quiring advances  on  bottomry  for  the  service  of  the 
brig  Hebe,  he  wrote  to  Messrs.  Brown  &  Co.,  the  ad- 
vertisers, on  behalf  of  his  firm,  tendering  their  assist- 
ance at  20  per  cent,  premium,  provided  the  brig  wouM 
proceed  to  Manilla,  or  some  other  port  where  she 
might  procure  a  cargo  for  England.  That  a  reply 
was  received  from  Messrs.  Brovm  &  Co.  accepting  th^ 
offer;  and  that  advances  were  accordingly  made. 
This  transaction,  it  is  to  be  noticed,  is  entirely  between 
Dunlop  and  the  Messrs.  Brown,  who  were  at  that 
time  the  constituted  agents  of  the  vessel  under  the 
power  of  attorney  from  Mr.  Alexander,  and  there  i« 
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t  the  sli&^htest  suffgestion  that  as  between  them  and        *846. 

T^        ,  11       .  1  .1  mh  January. 

r.  Dunlop  any  collusion  whatever  existed. 
The  next  aflSdavit  is  the  affidavit  of  Thomas  Brown; 
d  if  this  affidavit  be  credible,  and  I  conceive  it  to 
80  in  every  respect,  it  not  only  confirms  the  state- 
2nt  of  Mr.  Dunlop  to  which  I  have  just  adverted, 
it  it  establishes  most  conclusively  a  strong  case  of 
ceasity  for  the  advance  of  money  on  bottomry, 
le  last  affidavit  to  which  I  shall  refer  is  the  affidavit 
Mr.  Wilson,  the  clerk  of  Messrs.  Dunlop  &  Co. 
Iiis  affidavit  details  at  some  length  the  various  pro- 
edings  connected  with  the  vessel,  none  of  which 
ive  any  bearing  upon  the  question  immediately  in 
me.  As  regards  the  character  and  conduct  of  Mr. 
unlop  it  is,  however,  a  highly  important  affidavit ; 
id,  in  justice  to  that  gentleman,  I  think  it  right  to 
y,  that  in  my  judgment  it  relieves  him  entirely  from 
le  heavy  imputations  which  have  been  levelled 
;ainst  him  in  the  course  of  these  proceedings. 
What  is  there  on  the  other  side  in  opposition  to  this 
idence  ?  There  is  an  affidavit  made  by  Hampton, 
e  master, — which,  in  my  view  of  it,  in  no  degree 
Uitates  against  the  validity  of  this  bond,  save  as  to 
e  intended  expenditure.  There  is  also  the  affidavit 
'  Mr.  Alexander^  one  of  the  part-owners,  to  which  I 
ust  advert  somewhat  in  detail.  The  first  observation 
irould  make  upon  it  is,  that  of  the  facts  which  took 
ace  at  Sydney,  Mr.  Alexander  did  not,  and  could 
3t,  know  any  thing :  and  the  facts  at  Sydney  are 
le  only  important  facts  in  the  case.  Again,  with 
a^t  to  the  averment,  that  in  the  month  of  Febru- 
ry,  1840,  a  power  of  attorney  was  sent  out  to  Messrs. 
bwn  &  Co.  authorizing  them  to  receive  all  freights, 
ttd  to  eject  Malcolm  from  the  command,  it  is  per- 
W;ly  clear,  both  from  the  correspondence  annexed 
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1846.  and  from  all  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  that  Messrs. 
annary.  g^.^^^^  g^  Q^  ueveT  did  apply  to  Mr.  Dunlop  for  the 
pa3anent  of  any  freight  which  might  be  due  from  him; 
and  if  this  be  so,  as  relates  to  Mr.  Dunlop,  this  lett» 
and  the  power  of  attorney  are  destitute  of  all  effect 
in  the  cause. 

It  is,  however,  further  averred  in  this  affidavit,  thai 
a  letter  was  also  sent  by  Mr.  Alexander  to  Dunlop 
&  Co.,  informing  them  that  Messrs.  Brown  were  em- 
powered to  receive  all  freights  due  to  the  brig ;  and 
cautioning  Messrs.  Dunlop  &  Co.  against  paying  any 
more  money  to  Malcolm.  This,  undoubtedly,  is  a  most 
important  averment;  and  although  I  am  clearly  of  opi- 
nion that  the  validity  of  the  bond  in  question  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  payment  of  freight  money  to  Mal- 
colm by  Dunlop,  even  after  the  receipt  of  the  caution, 
unless  it  had  been  collusive  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing a  bond, — it  may  be  satisfactory,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, to  examine  the  statement  a  little  more 
minutely.  And,  first,  I  would  observe,  that  no  copy 
of  this  alleged  letter  to  Mr.  Dunlop  has  been  pro- 
duced, nor  is  its  non-production  in  any  manner  ac- 
counted for.  Do  Messrs.  Alexander  and  Turcan  so 
conduct  their  business  that  they  do  not  retain  copies 
of  such  important  documents  ?  If  they  do  not  re- 
tain such  copies,  the  fact  should  have  been  stated  in 
the  affidavit.  Again,  with  respect  to  the  nature  of  the 
letter,  the  Court  has  no  certainty  of  its  contents  be 
yond  a  brief  and  general  abstract  furnished  by  Mr. 
Alexander  himself.  Assuming  that  this  letter  Tfas 
actually  received  by  Messrs.  Dunlop  &Co.  before  the 
freight  was  paid,  I  should  not,  in  the  absence  of 
more  specification  as  to  the  contents,  be  justified  in 
concluding  that  it  contained  a  direction  to  pay  ^he 
money  to  Messrs.  Brown, — more  especially  as  their 
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own  conduct,  and  the  directions  ffiven  to  them  in  the  i846. 
letter  accompanying  the  power  of  attorney,  raise  a 
strong  presumption  to  the  contrary.  I  have  no  legal 
or  satisfactory  evidence  of  the  contents  of  this  letter, 
or  of  its  having  been  received  before  the  alleged  pay- 
ment of  the  freight  money  was  made;  and  it  would  be 
contrary  to  all  moral  presumption  to  convict  Messrs. 
Dunlop  of  fraud  upon  such  a  statement,  for  I  cannot 
dignify  it  with  the  name  of  evidence. 

Upon  the  whole  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  all  the  necessary  ingredients  to  constitute  a  bot- 
tomry transaction  are  clearly  proved  in  the  present 
instance.  The  ship  was  in  debt,  and  was  in  need  of 
necessaries  to  quit  the  port  of  Sydney  and  to  return 
home ;  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  conceive,  the  agents  for 
the  owners  having  declined  to  make  any  advances  for 
her  assistance,  by  what  means  the  money  was  to  be 
procured,  saving  upon  a  bond  of  bottomry.  I  must 
further  add,  that  it  would  be  well  if  the  owners  of 
vessels  despatched  on  these  voyages,  where  everything 
must  depend  upon  the  integrity  of  the  master,  would 
exercise  a  little  more  caution  in  selecting  masters 
worthy  of  their  confidence,  instead  of  endeavouring 
to  throw  the  blame  of  their  masters'  misconduct  upon 
others,  by  whose  intervention  alone  they  have  re- 
gained possession  of  their  vessel. 

I  pronounce  for  the  bond,  and  with  costs. 


THE  BLENHEIM. 


2 Iff  Jannartii 


T^HIS  was  a  suit  for  damage  by  a  collision  which  when  a  Uaoch 
occurred  under  somewhat  unusual  circumstances.  piil^Ji  ■"rfw. 
The  case  of  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  that,  in  the  after-  "'*^°'^'*|°^' 
noon  of  the  31st  June  last»  the  steam- vessel  the  tended  Uunch 
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1846. 
31ft  JanuMty, 


Thb 

Blenheim. 

should  be 
given ;  and 
such  notice 
mutt  be  suffi- 
ciently specific, 
with  respect  to 
the  time  when 
the  launch  is  to 
take  place,  as 
to  prevent  ves- 
sels navigating 
ill  the  liver  from 
unknowingly 
incurring  lisk 
or  lo»s. 

It  is  further 
necessary  that  a 
good  look-out 
should  be  kept, 
and  great  care 
should  be  taken 
to  prevent  the 
launch  from 
coming  into 
collision  with 
any  other  ves- 
sel. 

A  vessel 
launched  from 
a  shipbuilder's 
yard  in  the 
river  Tyne,  pro 
oeeded  against 
for  running  into 
a  steamer  pro- 
ceeding down 
the  river  at  the 
time. 

Defence  set 
up  that  the 
steamer  might 
have  avoid^ 
the  collision  by 
keeping  more  to 
the  northward. 

Defence  sus- 
tained by  Tri- 
nity  Masters, 
and  suit  dis- 
missed with 
costs. 


Velocity  left  Newcastle,  with  a  general  cargo  and 
passengers,  bound  for  Aberdeen.  That  whilst  die 
was  proceeding  down  the  Tjme^  and  keeping  as  near 
as  she  could  with  safety  to  the  nortii  shore,  the 
Blenheim  was  observed  on  the  ways  in  the  building 
yard  of  the  Middle  Dock  Company,  with  flags  on 
board,  denoting  that  she  was  to  be  launched  during 
the  day.  That  when  the  Velocity  was  approaching 
the  building-yard  of  the  said  company,  the  preven- 
tive stays  were  suddenly  cut  away  and  the  launch 
came  stem  on  into  the  Velocity,  striking  her  with 
great  violence.  That  although  the  Velocity  was  for 
some  time  in  sight  previous  to  the  launch,  no  notice 
was  given  to  the  persons  on  board,  nor  was  any  mgnal 
made,  saving  the  hoisting  of  the  flags  on  board  the 
Blenheim  of  the  time  when  the  launch  was  to  take 
place. 

The  defence  was  rested  upon  the  following 
grounds : — 

First,  That  the  flags  hoisted  on  board  the  Blenheim 
conveyed  a  sufiicient  indication  to  all  vessels  navi- 
gating in  the  river  that  the  launch  was  about  to  take 
place. 

Secondly,  That  it  is  a  well  known  and  long  esta- 
blished rule,  that  the  launching  of  vessels  takes  place 
at  the  time  of  slack  water ;  and  it  was  notorious  that 
the  Blenheim  would  be  launched  at  that  time  upon 
the  day  in  question. 

Thirdly,  That  the  steam-vessel,  when  about  100 
yards  above  the  yard,  stopped  to  take  a  pilot  on  board ; 
and  the  pilot  on  board  the  Blenheim,  seeing  her  so 
stop,  concluded  that  she  was  about  to  wait  until  the 
launch  had  taken  place,  and  gave  orders  for  the  launch 
to  proceed. 

Lastly,  That  the  steam- vessel  was  herself  in  fault 
in  not  keeping  more  to  the  north  shore,  there  being 
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sufficient  depth  of  water  to  enable  her  to  do  so  with   ^,  *?4«- 

^  ,  ,  21st  Jailuarf  • 

aefety,  and  that  by  so  doing  the  collision  would  have 

been  altogether  avoided.  Blbi«hiw. 

The  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  feind  M.  Philiimore  for  the  Velocity. 

Haggard  and  Deane  for  the  Blenheim. 

The  Court  was  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters^ 

Judgment. — Dr.  Luskington. 
Gentlemen, — ^Although  the  present  case  is  in  some 
respects  distinguished  from  an  ordinary  case  of  col- 
lision upon  the  high  seasj  there  is,  I  apprehend,  no 
distinction  as  to  the  principle  by  which  it  is  to  be 
decided.     The  first  rule  in  all  cases  of  the  kind  is^ 
that  reasonable  notice  of  the  intended  launch  should 
he  given  before  the  launch  takes  place.     What  such 
reasonable  notice  is  must  depend  upon  local  consider- 
^tionsj  as,  for  instance^  the  breadth  of  the  river,  the 
DJimber  of  vessels  passing  up  and  down,  and  other 
circumstances  of  the  like  kind.     It  is  however  per- 
'^tty  obvious  that  such  notice  must  not  be  a  mere 
ff^^eral  notice  that  a  launch  is  about  to  take  place 
^pon  a  particular  day ;  it  must  be  sufficiently  specific 
^th  respect  to  time  to  prevent  vessels  navigating  in 
"^  river  from  incurring  unknowingly  the  risk  of  loss 
^  injury.     Let  us  now  consider  how  feir  the  notice 
^Mch  is  admitted  to  have  been  given  in  this  case  fedls 
^thin  this  principle.     It  is  admitted  that  flags  were 
listed,  and  other  indications  were  made  denoting 
*i^t  a  launch  was  to  take  place  upon  the  day  in 
question;  it  is  also  admitted  that  the  ordinary  and 
^Bual  time  for  launching  vessels  is  at  a  time  when 


424 


CASES  DETERMINED  IN 


1846. 
2\ti  January, 

Thi 

BUNHBIM. 


the  tide  is  slack.  On  behalf  of  the  promoters  of  the 
suit  it  is  contended,  that  this  latter  circumstance  would 
convey  no  distinct  and  definite  notice  of  the  actual 
time  when  this  launch  was  about  to  take  place, 
because  the  time  of  slack  water  is  variable  and  un- 
certain. It  is  also  further  contended,  that  vessels  na- 
vigating in  the  river  are  not  bound  to  inconvenience 
themselves  by  awaiting  such  uncertainty,  and  that  an 
actual  notice  and  warning  immediately  preceding  the 
launch  ought  to  have  been  given  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  Gentlemen, — the  first  question 
which  you  will  have  to  consider  is,  how  far  such  par- 
ticular notice  might  have  been  given  with  fiwality  in 
this  case.  If  you  should  be  of  opinion  that  there 
would  have  been  no  difficulty  in  so  doing,  a  further 
consideration  will  then  arise,  whether  the  giving  such 
notice  was  strictly  imperative  upon  the  owners  of  the 
Blenheim  as  a  matter  of  precaution,  for  the  law  re- 
quires that  all  legal  precaution  shall  be  taken. 

In  addition  to  the  general  precaution  to  which  I 
have  just  adverted,  the  law  further  requires,  on  the 
part  of  the  parties  about  to  launch  a  vessel,  the 
greatest  care  and  vigilance  to  prevent  the  launch  from 
coming  into  collision  with  any  other  vessel.  For  this 
purpose  it  is  especially  necessary  that  a  good  look-out 
should  be  kept  at  the  time  and  immediately  before? 
the  launch  takes  place. 

The  question  then  arises,  whether  the  Velocity^ 
might  not  have  been  seen  and  the  launch  delayed 
until  that  vessel  had  passed,  if  such  look-out  had 
been  kept  upon  the  present  occasion.  This  is  a  ques-^ 
tion  of  fact,  upon  which  I  must  now  refer  you  veiy 
shortly  to  those  affidavits  which  have  been  brought 
in :  I  mean  the  affidavits  of  M'Leod,  Chambers  th^ 
pilot,  and  Rowell  the  foreman  of  the  Middle  Dock 
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ompany.  It  has  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the 
lenheim,  that  Chambers  the  pilot  was  the  person 
•lely  entrusted  with  the  care  of  the  launch,  and  that 

he  was  solely  responsible  his  evidence  with  respect 

what  he  said  and  did  is  more  especially  deserving 
consideration.  That  according  to  his  statement 
3  saw  the  Velocity  long  before  the  launch  took  place, 
id,  seeing  her  bring  up,  he  naturally  entertained  the 
3inion  that  she  was  stopping  to  see  the  launch,  and 
^ordingly  gave  orders  for  the  launch  to  proceed, 
his  argument,  it  appears  to  me,  is  not  borne  out  by 
le  affidavits  in  question. 

In  the  first  place.  Chambers  does  not  state  that  he 
;ave  any  orders  at  all ;  he  says  he  saw  the  Velocity 
>ring  up,  and  supposing  she  intended  to  stop  until 
ifter  the  launch  "  he  allowed  the  proceedings  to  go 
m."  I  need  scarcely  observe,  that  this  statement  is 
ndely  different  from  the  averment,  that  he  ordered 
be  launch  to  proceed.  Again,  Rowell  in  his  affidavit 
istinctly  states  that  every  thing  was  done  by  the 
ders  of  M'Leod,  and  that  he  ordered  the  preventive 
iy  to  be  cut  without  reference  to  the  pilot.  Lastly, 
*Xueod  himself  merely  says,  "  that  every  thing 
iiig  clear,  the  preventive  stay  was  sawed,"  without 
ting  by  whose  orders  this  was  done ;  and  he  goes  on 

say,  (which  is  an  important  admission,)  that  he 
-ri  for  the  first  time  perceived  the  steam-vessel. 
Oentlemen, — it  will  be  for  your  serious  consider- 
c^n,  whether  M'Leod,  in  the  situation  in  which  he 
L^  placed,  was  not  bound  under  the  circumstances 
liave  exercised  greater  vigilance  and  circumspection 
fore  he  gave  the  order  to  cut  away  the  preventive 
^y.     If  he  had  used  his  eyes  and  looked  about  him, 

is  abundantly  clear  that  he  must  have  seen  the 
^locity. 


1846. 
21f  ( January. 

The 
Blinhum. 
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I  will  now  bring  under  your  notioe  some  of  the 
points  connected  with  the  case  of  the  Velocity,  the 
vessel  proceeding  in  the  q^use.     It  is  urged  against 
her,  in  the  first  place,  that  she  is  to  blame  in  proceed- 
ing at  all  until  the  launch  was  overi  inasmuch  as  the 
pilot  she  toqii  qn  board  was  cognizant  that  ^  launch 
was  about  to  take  place.    It  c^not,  I  think,  be  doubted 
that  the  pilot  was  to  a  certain  extent  cognizant  of  the 
probability  or  even  certainty  tht^t  '^  launch  would  take 
place.     Was  he  however  sufficiently  cognisant  of  the 
precise  moment  when  the  event  would  occur  ?    This 
will  be  a  point  for  you,  gentlemen,  to  consider  and  de- 
termine.    A  second  and  more  in^portant  qonsid^ration 
will  be,  whether  the  Velocity,  having  so  proceeded, 
conducted  herself  with  the  prudence  and  caution  she 
ought  to  have  exercised.     On  the  part  of  the  Blen- 
heim it  is  suggested,  that  she  ought  to  have  kept  her 
course  more  tp  the  northward :  and  that  if  this  course 
had  been  adopted,  she  would  have  avoided  all  risk  and 
possibility  of  collision.     On  the  part  of  the  Velocity 
it  is  averred,  on  the  other  hand,  that  her  course  was 
as  f^r  to  the  northward  as  could  he  pursued  with 
safety.    Which  of  these  two  contradictory  averments 
is  to  be  received  I  must  leave  entirely  to  your  decision* 
You  are  fer  better  acquainted  with  the  river  Tjrne 
than  myself,  and  are  well  able  to  ascertain  the  depttt 
of  water  and  the  draught  of  a  vessel  of  the  siae  ani 
tonnage  of  the  Velocity :  you  c^n  therefore  judge  of 
the  practicability  of  her  going  more  to  the  northwari 
as  suggested.    If  the  measure  was  practicable,  and  the 
chance  of  collision  would  have  been  obviated  by  sucli 
a  course,  I  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  in  point 
of  law  the  master  of  the  Velocity  was  bound  to  have 
adopted  it,  although  it  might  possibly  be  accompanied 
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by  some  little  iuconveuience  and  delay  in  the  progress  ^s^- 

i  ,  ,                                                                            J                  r     o  2Ut  January. 

ot  his  voyage. 


The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion : — 

First,  That  a  sufficient  notice  of  the  intended 
launch  was  to  be  assunaed  under  the  circumstances  of 
the  oase. 

Secondly,  That  Chambers,  the  pilot,  was  justified 
in  concluding  that  the  Velocity  was  intentionally 
brought  up  for  the  purpose  of  waiting  until  the 
launch  had  taken  place. 

Thirdly,  That  there  was  ample  depth  of  water  for 
the  Velocity  to  have  gone  more  to  the  northward,  and 
that  if  she  had  so  done  the  collision  would  have  been 
avoided. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  opinion  of  these  gentlemen  being  that  the 
Velocity  is  herself  to  blan^e  in  pot  proceeding  more  to 
the  north,  I  must  dismiss  the  owners  of  the  Blenheim, 
^nd  I  must  condemn  the  owners  of  the  Velocity  in 
the  costs  of  thesa  proceedings. 


Tbe 
Blenheim. 


THE    DANTE.       StODDART.  ,9tH  January. 

[^  this  case  the  Court  was  moved  to  pronounce  for  a  bottomry 

the  validity  of  a  bond  of  bottomry,  and  to  grant  Ihe°^?i^f  LoIi^ 
primum  decretum  for  the  sale  of  this  vessel,  under  ^®°  "P®°  *** 

I  American  ves- 

^^  following  circumstances : —  ^ei,  stipulating 

The  affidavit  to  lead  the  decree  set  forth,  that  the  ment  of  the 
teasel  belonged  to  the  port  of  Boston,  and  was  bound  madl  wUhln*^ 
^^    a  voyage  from  the  port  of  London  to  proceed  ho^Ji^af^"'^^!,^ 
f^^hwith  to  Shields,  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  coke,  ship's  arrival  in 
^d  forthwith  to  sail  and  proceed  to  the  port  of  Car-  uSiSd  stln^. 
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1846.        thagena  in  Spain,  and  there  to  discharge  the  same; 

-'  and  with  the  first  fair  wind  after  such  discharge  to 

JT  **"*'  proceed  to  some  port  in  the  Mediterranean,  and  there 
sailed  ffom  to  take  on  board  a  cargo  of  merchandize  for  a  port  in 
aclrgo'at  "°  the  United  States.  That  prior  to  the  departure  of 
waTin^iiwac.  *^®  ^^^P  ^^  Loudou  the  mastcr  was  necessitated  to 
of  ber?'^  take  up  the  sum  of  £220,  for  the  purpose  of  fitting 
when  iba  was  the  vcssel  for  sca,  and  that  the  said  sum  was  advanced 
P«"wtoPiJl  by  T.  W.;  and  upon  the  2nd  of  October,  1845,  a 
coiId«nn©d  ai"  ^^^  ^^  cxccutcd  by  the  master,  stipulating  for  the 
iwMaworthy.  repayment  of  the  money,  together  with  a  maritime 
tbeboodda-  interest  of  15  per  cent.,  within  twenty-four  hours 
Coart^^a^  ^^r  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  a  port  in  the  United 
l^ujio^.  States.  That  the  vessel  left  the  port  of  London  and 
upon  the  gfoaiid  proceeded  to  Shields,  and  there  took  in  a  cargo  of 

that  the  man-  ,  ,        ,  ,  111  t  »        >. 

time  riik  had     coal  and  cokc,  and  proceeded  thence  bound  to  Car- 
incttrredTaiiJ    thagena ;  but  in  the  progress  of  her  voyage  she  sus- 
b»*the*dam^*^  taiued  Considerable  damage  at  sea,  and  arrived  at 
oonditioDorthe  Pljrmouth  in  a  sinking  state.     That  the  vessel  has 
W(#,irthe  been  examined  by  the  surveyor  appointed  for  Lloyd's 
iVftthe**^it°of  ^^  *h6  P^rt  of  Pl3rmouth,  and  also  by  J.  M.  shipowner 
marUtoe  bte-    ^^^  survcyor  at  the  same  port,  and  has  been  pro- 
rest  would  Dot    nounced  totally  unfit  to  proceed  to  sea.     That  pay- 
allowed,  ment  of  the  money  advanced  had  been  demanded  of 
the  master  of  the  said  ship,  but  without  effect,  and 
that  the  said  T.  W.  cannot  recover  the  same  without 
the  aid  of  the  Court. 

Per  Curiam. 
The  affidavit  of  the  bondholder  in  this  case  states,  that: 
the  vessel  is  now  lying  unseaworthy  at  Plymouth,  and 
is  unable  to  proceed  to  her  port  of  destination.  Th^ 
first  question  which  arises  is,  can  I  enforce  a  bond 
which  is  made  payable  only  upon  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  a  port  of  the  United  States?     I  am  not 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  429 

aware  of  any  case  in  which  this  point  has  been  directly       ^^6. 
decided ;  but  looking  to  the  general  principles  which    -  - 
govern  this  class  of  cases,  I  am  of  opinion  that  I  am      "*    **"** 
bound  to  pronounce  in  favour  of  the  bond,  and  for 
this  reason,  that  when  money  has  been  advanced  on 
bottomry,  and  the  completion  of  the  voyage  is  pre- 
vented by  the  act  of  the  master,  or  by  some  impossi- 
bility which  the  bondholder  cannot  control,  it  would 
be  repugnant  to  all  justice  that  his  interest  should  be 
prejudiced  by  converting  his  security  under  a  bond  of 
bottomry  into  a  debt  upon  personal  credit.     Another 
question  arises  with  respect  to  the  maritime  interest 
of  15  per  cent.,  which  is  stipulated  to  be  paid  in  this 
bond.    It  is  obvious  that  the  whole  risk  and  hazard  of 
the  voyage  which  was  originally  contemplated  has  not 
been  incurred.    If  no  risk  whatever  had  been  incurred, 
as  in  the  case  of  a  vessel  never  leaving  port,  I  should 
have  felt  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  no  maritime 
interest  was  due.     In  the  present  case,  however,  part 
of  that  risk  has  been  encountered  in  the  voyage  from 
London  to  Shields,  and  from  thence  to  Plymouth. 
Under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  the  case  there- 
fore, and  considering  that  the  further  risk  has  been 
interrupted  by  the  damaged  condition  of  the  ship,  I 
shall  not  sever  the  interest,  but  shall  pronounce  for 
the  bond  and  make  the  decree  as  prayed. 


5(^  February, 


THE  OCEAN.    Ward. 

^HIS  was  a  question  as  to  the  validity  of  two  bonds  validity  of  a 

of  bottomry  executed  by  the  master  of  this  vessel.  conu»tS  u^o 
The  first  bond  was  executed  at  Sydney  for  the  sum  of  *^^f.7b".t'h«• 

VOL.  II.  G  G 
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1846.  £830,  with  a  maritime  premium  of  35  per  cent.  The 
5th  ebruary.  qq^q^^  bond  WES  givcii  at  Pemambuco,  for  the  sum 
The  Oceak.    ^f  £/jq  upon  the  Same  rate  of  premium. 

was  DO  neces-  mi       i  i  i    i         i  i»    i 

lit?  for  a  bond        1  he  bouds  Were  opposed  by  the  mortgagee  of  the 
°'2ndiy?^^h'at  ship  upon  the  following  grounds. 
Iwa^^pT"         With  respect  to  the  Sydney  bond,  it  was  contended, 
sooaiiexcep-      ist.  That  the  mortgagee  was  ready  and  willing  to 
leoder;  dctray  all  the  disbursements  necessary  to  enable  the 

vmtoiiht^^  vessel  to  return  to  this  country.  2ndly.  That  the 
bSnd  coniUted  ^^^^^^^  ^^  *^^  moucy,  who  had  taken  upon  himself  the 
of  simple  con-  conccms  of  the  vessel,  might,  if  he  had  used  due  dili- 
bought  up  from  gcucc,  havc  rcccivcd  on  account  of  the  freight  and 
^^L  passage  money  upon  the  homeward  voyage  sufficient 
^^^^fj"^^^  funds  to  discharge  the  liabilities  of  the  ship,  without 
Bond  gene-  haviug  rccoursc  to  a  bond  of  bottomry.  A  further 
tbe^istrar  objcctiou  to  this  boud  was  also  taken,  viz.  that  car- 
to^e^'rf'''''"  toin  items  included  in  the  bond  consisted  of  debts 
thcrcoo.  bought  up  by  the  bondholder  at  60  per  cent,  discount; 

and  that  his  conduct  in  the  whole  transaction  amounted 
to  what  is  in  the  Civil  Law  termed  a  personalis  ex- 
ceptio,  which  debaiTed  him  from  his  title  to  sue  as 
bondholder  in  the  case. 

The  second  bond,  executed  at  Pemambuco,  was  op- 
posed upon  the  ground,  that  the  bondholder,  who  had 
taken  his  homeward  passage  in  the  vessel,  had  not 
paid  his  passage  money  previous  to  the  departure  of 
the  vessel  from  Sydney,  and  was  a  debtor  to  the  ves- 
sel in  the  amount  of  that  passage  money  when  the 
second  advance  of  money  was  made. 
The  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  Robinson  for  the  bondholder. 

Harding^  contra. 
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Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington.  1846. 

The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  respects  ^_.  ^'*•^• 
the  validity  of  two  bottomry  bonds,  which  are  put  Th«  Ochn. 
in  suit  by  Mr.  Richard  Hall,  and  are  opposed  by  the 
mortgagee  of  the  vessel.  The  first  bond  is  dated  3rd 
February,  1844,  and  is  for  the  sum  of  £830,  with  in- 
terest at  35  per  cent.  This  bond  is  contested  upon 
two  grounds:  1st.  That  there  was  no  necessity,  nor 
indeed  any  agreement,  for  a  bond  of  bottomry. 
2ndly.  That  the  bond  is  vitiated  personali  exceptione, 
as  it  is  termed  in  the  Civil  Law ;  in  other  words,  by 
the  personal  misconduct  of  the  lender.  It  is  not  de- 
nied in  the  defence  that  some  advances  were  required 
to  enable  the  vessel  to  clear  out  from  Sydney  and  re- 
turn to  this  country ;  but  it  is  contended  that  such 
advances  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of  £1000,  and 
might  have  been  procured  without  a  recourse  to  a 
bond  of  bottomry.  The  first  point,  then,  in  the  in- 
quiry is,  from  what  quarter  and  upon  what  security 
were  these  advances  to  be  obtained  ?  Certainly  not 
upon  the  personal  credit  of  the  master ;  for  he  clearly 
had  none  at  all,  the  master  having  been  sent  to  Syd- 
ney, as  fSBU*  as  it  appears,  without  any  consignee  or 
agent,  and  having  been  compelled  to  remain  there,  to 
the  great  detriment  of  all  parties  having  any  interest 
in  the  vessel,  for  a  period  of  fourteen  months.  It  is 
equally  clear  that  it  was  not  upon  the  credit  of  the 
owners,  because  intelligence  of  the  owners'  bank- 
ruptcy had  reached  Sydney  in  November,  1843. 
Looking  to  the  answer  to  the  act  on  petition,  I  find 
two  sources  of  supply  are  suggested.  In  the  first  place 
it  is  said,  that  the  money  might  have  been  obtained 
upon  the  security  of  the  mortgagee;  in  the  next 
place,  that  the  funds  derivable  from  passage  money 
and  freight  paid  at  Sydney  before  the  ship  quitted  the 

gg2 


The  Occan. 
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1846.       port  would  or  might  have  been  amply  sufficient  for 
-~  -"""^-  her  necessities.     That  Mr.  Hayley  would  have  been 
willing  to  have  honoured  any  bills  drawn  upon  him 
for  the  necessary  service  of  the  ship,  may  be  taken 
as  an  admitted  fact,  but  the  mere  averment  of  this 
fact  is  not  sufficient.     The  true  question  is,  was  the 
master  authorized  to  draw  such  bills  ?  and  would  any 
person  at  Sydney  have  cashed  these  bills  or  advanced 
the  money  upon  them  ?     In  order  to  ascertain  this 
point,  I  must  look  at  the  affirmative  evidence  in  the 
first  instance,  and  I  will  begin  with  the  affidavit  of 
the  master.     His  statement  must,  I  conceive,  be  re- 
ceived with  no  small  degree  of  caution ;  and  for  this 
reason,  that  his  evidence  affirming  the  existence  of 
these  alleged  resources  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  his 
own  conduct  in  signing  the  bond,  and  is  equally  at 
variance  with  an  honest  discharge  of  his  duty  towards 
his  employers.     One  of  the  main  averments  in  the 
bond  is  the  total  deficiency  of  personal  credit,  and 
the  absence  of  other  available  resources, — and  to  this 
averment  he  has  affixed  his  seal.     Again,  if  he  had 
the  power  of  procuring  funds  on  personal  credit  with- 
out bottomry,  or  of  realizing  the  funds  to  which  I 
have  referred,  viz.  the  passage  money  and  freight,  it 
was  his  duty  to  have  done  so. 

Having  said  thus  much  upon  the  general  credit  of 
this  witness,  I  will  now  proceed  to  examine  his  evi- 
dence in  detail.  He  states  that  in  January,  1844,  he  re- 
ceived from  Rowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  a  letter  dated  in 
September,  1843.  That  letter  is  written  to  him  not  by 
the  owner,  but  by  Mr.  Hayley;  and  the  important  part 
of  it  is  to  this  effect,— "  Supposing  that  you  would 
have  spent  all  your  funds  by  this  unlooked-for  circum- 
stance, I  have  written  to  a  house  in  Sydney  to  do  all 
the  needful  for  you,  so  as  to  make  you  comfortable  in 
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{OUT  funds ;  but  use  all  dispatch,  diligence  and  eco-  1846. 
lomy,  and  get  the  best  price  you  can  for  the  fittings  '  '^"'"^^* 
ip."  "  The  house  in  Sydney"  here  mentioned  ob- 
viously refers  to  the  house  of  Rowland,  M'Nab  &  Co., 
.nd  the  question  then  aiises,  did  the  master  proceed 
o  act  upon  this  fetter,  as  it  was  his  bounden  duty  to 
lave  done  ?  and  did  Rowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  inter- 
ere  in  the  ship's  concerns?  Upon  the  first  point, 
trange  as  it  may  appear,  the  master  is  wholly  silent; 
ind  his  silence  is  the  more  remarkable,  because  in  a 
ubsequent  part  of  his  affidavit  he  distinctly  swears 
hat  Rowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  were  willing  to  advance 
he  money,  and  that  Mr.  Hall  knew  it :  a  startling 
verment,  which,  if  true,  would  at  once  be  destructive 
►f  the  bond  in  question,  for  no  man  can  advance 
ttoney  on  bottomry  when  other  persons  are  willing 
0  advance  it  upon  personal  security.  The  truth  of  a 
ict  like  this,  I  must  say,  requires  a  little  further  ex- 
mination ;  and  the  observation  immediately  occurs, 
'  Rowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  would  have  advanced  the 
aoney,  why  did  they  not  do  so  ?  and  why  did  the 
hip  remain  at  Sydney  a  whole  twelvemonth  after 
[lis  communication  had  been  received  ?  Against  this 
tatement,  on  the  other  hand,  is  the  averment,  alleged 
y  Mr.  Hall,  that  Rowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  would  not 
aterfere  at  all,  and  that  they  declined  to  do  so  upon 
he  ground  that  they  were  interested  in  some  portions 
f  the  cargo  which  had  been  sold  at  Rio  Janeiro. 
Jnder  the  circumstances  I  consider  it  impossible,  upon 
uch  evidence  as  this,  to  come  to  the  conclusion,  that 
lowland,  M*Nab  &  Co.  would  have  advanced  the 
aoney  on  personal  credit. 

The  master  further  swears  in  his  affidavit,  that  he 
^as  informed  by  Mr.  Rostrom,  and  also  by  Mr.  Hall, 
fho  was  then  his  clerk,  that  Mr.  Rostrom  had  re-« 
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1846.  ceived  a  letter  from  Mr.  Hayley,  stating  that  he  ^as 
- 1 —  —'?'•  ready  to  discharge  all  necessary  disbursements  on  ac- 
Tbe  Ocean,  count  of  the  ship.  Be  it  80.  How  does  this  advance  the 
defendant's  case  ?  It  only  proves  what  is  apparent 
throughout  the  whole  of  the  case,  that  Mr.  Hayley 
was  willing  to  make  the  necessary  disbursements  for 
the  ship,  and  was  most  anxious  to  hasten  her  return 
home:  it  does  not  tend  to  establish  the  real  point 
in  the  case  to  which  I  have  already  adverted,  viz. 
that  any  person  was  willing  to  make  the  advances  at 
Sydney. 

I  now  come  to  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Hayley;  and 
first,  with  respect  to  the  power  of  attorney,  which 
that  gentleman  forwarded  to  Mr.  Eccleston  with  the 
view  of  protecting  the  interests  of  the  ship.  Mr. 
Hayley  himself  admits,  that,  as  a  means  of  establish* 
ing  credit,  it  was  altogether  ineffective.  Mr.  Hayley, 
however,  in  his  affidavit  swears,  that  he  believes  De- 
loitte  &;  Co.  would  have  made  the  advances  if  the 
ship  had  not  been  taken  out  of  their  hands  by  Mr. 
Hall.  If  this  fact  were  satisfactorily  proved,  it  would 
be  of  great  importance  in  the  cause ;  but  what  is  the 
proof  by  which  it  is  to  be  established  ?  There  is  no 
affidavit  from  Deloitte  k  Co.,  neither  is  there  any  evi- 
dence from  the  master  to  this  effijct.  The  averment 
rests  "entirely  upon  the  assertion  of  Mr.  Hay  ley's  be- 
lief that  the  fact  was  so,  Mr.  Hayley  being  resident 
at  Liverpool,  where  he  could  possibly  know  nothing 
about  the  matter.  In  point  of  fact,  the  assertion  of 
Mr.  Hayley  amounts  to  a  mere  inference  drawn  by 
liimself  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case, — an  in- 
ference which,  I  need  scarcely  say,  it  is  wholly  im- 
possible that  this  Court  can  receive  as  evidence  in  a 
matter  of  this  description.  With  respect  to  the  first 
objection,  then,  which  has  been  taken  in  exception  to 
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is  bond,  viz.  that  there  were  persons  at  Sydney  ready       i846. 

make  the  advances  upon  personal  security,  I  must '- 

me  to  the  determination  that  the  proofs  in  the 
use  altogether  fail.  The  probabilities  of  the  case 
3  also  strongly  against  it ;  and  in  considering  these 
obabilities  it  is  not  to  be  forgotten,  that  Mr.  Hay- 
r  had  himself  dishonoured  a  bill  drawn  upon  him 

the  master,  and  that  this  was  known  at  Sydney, 
though  such  bill  might  have  been  properly  dis- 
noured,  yet  the  mercantile  men  at  Sydney  might 
t  have  been  disposed  minutely  to  consider  the  rea- 
ls. They  would  be  more  inclined  to  act  upon  the 
5t  itself. 

The  second  averment  upon  this  part  of  the  case  is, 
sit  sufficient  funds  would  or  might  have  been  pro- 
red  from  the  passage  and  freight  money  received 
Sydney  without  resorting  to  a  bond  of  bottomry; 
t  before  I  proceed  to  express  my  opinion  as  to  the 
3de  in  which  this  averment  should  be  disposed  of, 
Jiink  it  expedient  to  consider  the  second  ground 
on  which  the  bond  is  contested,  viz.  that  the  bond 
vitiated  by  the  personal  misconduct  of  the  lender, 
the  first  place,  let  me  examine  how  did  Mr.  Hall 
ind  in  relation  to  this  ship  ?  He  had  been  clerk  to 
r.  Rostrom,  who  had  been  appointed  by  the  master 
ent  for  the  ship.  From  his  situation,  and  indeed 
>m  all  the  facts  and  evidence  in  the  case,  he  must 

assumed  to  have  been  fully  cognizant  of  all  the 
"cumstances  relating  to  the  ship.  He  must  have 
own  of  all  the  letters  written  by  Mr.  Hayley,  so  far 
they  came  to  the  knowledge  of  Mr.  Rostrom,  his 
incipal ;  he  must  also  have  known  of  Mr.  Haylejr's 
idiness  to  make  the  necessary  disbursements  for  the 
§8eL  Conceding  that  all  this  was  known  to  the 
[lest  extent,  would  the  knowledge  of  these  facts  de- 
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1846.  bar  Mr.  Hall  from  the  right  to  take  a  bottomry  bond 
5tk  February.  ^^^  ^j^y  advaiices  made  by  him  for  the  service  of 
the  ship  ?  I  conceive  not ;  and  for  this  reason,  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  advance  his  money  upon  the 
personal  credit  of  Mr.  Hayley :  and  there  is  no  evi- 
dence whatever  to  show  that  any  one  else  would  have 
advanced  the  money  upon  such  security.  But  it  is 
said,  that  upon  the  bankruptcy  of  Mr.  Rostrom,  his 
connection  ynXh  the  ship  ceased,  and  that  Deloitte  & 
Co.  took  charge  of  her,  and,  according  to  the  sworn 
belief  of  Mr.  Hayley,  they  were  ready  to  make  the  ad- 
vances upon  his  personal  credit.  If  this  be  true,  here 
was  a  mercantile  house  in  charge  of  the  vessel  in  the 
month  of  October,  1843,  the  necessary  advances  were 
provided,  and  the  master  vdlling  and  desirous  to  dis- 
charge his  duty  to  his  employer,  the  chief  part  of  that 
duty  being  to  keep  down  as  much  possible  the  expenses 
of  the  ship ;  yet  in  that  same  month,  Mr.  Hall  is  em- 
ployed to  manage  all  the  concerns  of  the  ship,  or,  in 
other  words,  to  do  what  Deloitte  &  Co.  and  the  master 
ought  to  have  done  without  the  interference  of  Mr. 
Hall  or  any  other  person.  I  have  already  observed, 
that  in  support  of  this  averment  there  is  not  a  scin- 
tilla of  evidence  from  Deloitte  &  Co.,  who  might 
have  placed  the  question  beyond  all  doubt.  Looking 
at  all  the  res  gestae  upon  this  part  of  the  transaction, 
I  confess  that  I  am  unable  for  a  single  moment  to  re- 
concile Mr.  Hall's  appointment  vnth  the  fact  that  the 
vessel  was  really  and  truly  in  charge  of  Messrs.  De- 
loitte &  Co.  It  is  painftil  for  the  Coujt  to  notice  the 
frequent  recurrence  of  cases  in  which  masters  of  most 
valuable  ships  are  sent  upon  these  distant  voyages 
vnthout  even  a  recommendation  to  any  house  of  re- 
sponsibility,— the  consequence  is,  that  the  masters 
detain  the  vessels,  to  the  infinite  injury  of  all  con^ 
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cemed;  and  then  come  back  with  bottomry  bonds,    c^lISJ?^ 
upon  which  it  is  impossible  to  obtain  any  correct  in- 

Tub  fWsKAM 

formation,  and  which  bonds,  whether  valid  or  not,  in 
the  great  majority  of  instances  show  that  the  mas- 
ters have  betrayed  the  interests  committed  to  their 
charge. 

I  observed,  in  a  recent  case  which  was  before 
me  (a),  and  I  now  repeat  the  observation,  that  it  is 
highly  incumbent  upon  the  owners  of  vessels  to  ex- 
ercise much  greater  caution  in  the  selection  of  mas- 
ters upon  whose  credit  and  good  character  they  can 
rely.  Assuming  that  Mr.  Hall  was  duly  authorized 
by  the  master  to  collect  the  debts  and  to  manage  the 
concerns  of  the  ship,  what  is  the  next  step  in  the  case  ? 
Why,  I  find  Mr.  Hall  buying  up  from  the  creditors 
some  of  their  debts  at  about  50  per  cent,  discount. 
It  is  quite  clear,  that  if  this  bond  should  be  ultimately 
pronounced  for,  these  debts  can  form  no  part  of  the 
sum  recovered  upon  the  bond.  If  these  debts  were 
bona  fide  debts,  they  were  debts  originally  contracted 
upon  personal  credit.  The  creditors  could  only  sell 
them  as  such;  and  Mr.  Hall,  who  stands  in  the  cre- 
ditors' shoes,  can  no  more  convert  them  into  a  lien 
upon  the  ship,  to  be  covered  by  a  bond  of  bottomry, 
than  he  could  if  he  had  originally  made  the  advances 
himself  upon  personal  security.  The  law  of  this 
Court,  as  clearly  laid  doMm  by  Lord  Stowell  in  the 
case  of  the  Augusta,  distinctly  shows  that  such  con- 
version can  not  be  legally  effected.  The  objection  to 
these  claims,  therefore,  appears  to  me  to  be  clearly 
valid;  at  the  same  time,  they  will  not  necessarily 
vitate  the  whole  of  this  bond.  If  part  of  a  bond  be 
deducted  as  invalid,  the  whole  bond  does  not  £edl ;  it 
may  be  good  in  part,  and  bad  in  part.  In  following 
(a)  The  Hebe,  suprik,  p.  42l. 
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1846.        up  the  inquiry  into  this  part  of  the  case,  I  must  now 

^^  advert  to  two  or  three  of  the  documents  in  the  cause, 

which  were  much  commented  upon  in  the  argument, 
and  which,  I  confess,  made  a  very  strong  impression 
upon  the  mind  of  the  Court,  A  letter  dated  "  Syd- 
ney, 1st  December,  1843,"  is  annexed  to  the  affidavit 
of  Mr.  Hayley,  and  this  letter  purports  to  be  from 
Mr.  Rostrom,  and  bears  his  signature,  but  is  admitted 
to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr.  Hall  himself.  The 
contents  of  this  letter  are  to  the  follo¥mig  effect : — 

"  Dear  Sir, 

"  Your  favour  per  Clara  was  duly  received, 
but  I  beg  most  distinctly  to  deny  that  I  have  been 
the  means  of  the  Ocean  being  detained  here.    The 
facts  are  simply  these :  On  her  arrival  here  she  was 
put  into  my  hands,  and  as  soon  as  possible  I  pro- 
ceeded to  get  her  ready  for  Batavia.     Messrs.  M*Nab 
&  Co.,  Eccleston  &  Hirst,  and  other  claimants,  (whose 
opinions  were  confirmed  by  the  first  lawyers  here, 
viz.  Carr,  Rogers  and  Owen,)  immediately  took  steps 
to  prevent  her  proceeding  to  sea.     To  sea  therefore  she 
did  not  go,  and  at  the  present  time  she  is  in  the  har- 
bour. By  dint  of  persuasion,  and  in  consequence  of  the 
lawyers  having  changed  their  opinion,  I  have  hopes 
that  she  will  proceed  almost  immediately.     I  need 
not  say  that  many  of  the  hands  were  discharged  a 
long  time  ago,  and  that  the  greatest  economy  has 
been  exercised  during  her  stay  here.     To  whom  to 
write  I  did  not  know.     I  trust,  however,  that  she  will 
make  something  handsome  at  home — and  freights  ap- 
pear to  be  generally  good  at  Batavia, — if  I  cannot  get 
her  ready  soon  for  London.    My  next  communication 
will  be  to  inform  you  either  that  she  has  sailed,  or 
that  she  has  been  sold  by  order  of  the  Court  of  Ad- 
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lindty.      It  will  depend  upon  what  tenns  can  be       i846. 
lade  for  a  bottomry  bond;   25  per  cent,  has  been  - — ^^T- 
barged  in  good  times,  but  as  things  are  now  so  bad 
can  scarcely  say  what  it  will  be  done  at :  perhaps 
5  or  40  per  cent.     I  will,  however,  do  my  best  to 
promote  your  interests;  and  remain  very  respectfully 

"  Jno.  Rostrom." 

Considering  that  the  gentleman  who  thus  proflTers 
his  services  had  been  a  bankrupt  two  months  before, 
and  that  the  vessel,  according  to  the  evidence,  had 
been  taken  out  of  his  hands,  and  intrusted  to  the 
'iarge  of  other  people,  I  must  say  that  the  contents 
f  this  letter  are  somewhat  startling.  It  predicts  in 
December  the  bottomry  bond  of  the  3rd  of  February 
'^cl  the  35  per  cent,  premium,  with  a  power  of  anti- 
?>^tion  I  could  hardly  suppose  him  to  have  possessed 

lie  had  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  the  ship  was  out 
lis  hands. 

Another  letter,  equally  unintelligible  to  me,  is  a 
tter  dated  26th  June,  and  addressed  to  Mr.  Hay- 
-y  at  Liverpool.     It  is  in  these  words : — 

"Sir, 

"  The  Ocean  having  arrived,  may  I  request  to 
5ee  you  in  town  at  your  earliest  convenience  ?  Cap- 
tain Ward  will  give  you  my  address,  should  you  de- 
cide upon  coming,  but  if  not,  please  to  address  me  to 
he  care  of  C.  J.  Metcalfe,  Esq.,  Military  Department, 
ndia  House ;  and  let  me  know  what  you  wish  done, 
was  in  the  office  of  Mr.  Rostrom  at  Sydney,  and 
?rite  this  as  one  of  his  clerks.     Yours  respectfiiUy 

"J.Hall." 

From  this  letter  it  appears,  that  it  was  not  written 
)y  Mr.  Hall  in  the  character  of  bondholder,  but  in 
he  capacity  of  clerk  to  Mr.  Rostrom ;  and  for  what 
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1846.        purpose  this  was  added  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  me 

blh  February.    "^       *^     .  />i  i.  .  .  i       i  i         f 

-  -  -  to  devise.  Coupling  it  with  the  other  letters,  it  tends 
to  show  that  the  correspondence  has  not  been  con- 
ducted in  the  most  direct  and  intelligible  manner. 
There  is  also  another  document  said  to  be  in  Mr.  Hall's 
handwriting,  namely,  the  draft  of  a  letter,  as  I  under- 
stand, signed  by  the  master,  and  sent  to  Mr.  Hayley, 
in  which  he  speaks  of  advertizing  for  a  bond  of  bot- 
tomry ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  advertisement 
whatever.  Upon  tlie  whole  view  of  this  case  I  must 
say,  that  the  entire  transaction  is  surrounded  with  cir- 
cumstances of  great  suspicion.  At  the  same  time  I 
am  not  disposed  to  hold  that  these  circumstances, 
suspicious  as  they  are,  are  sufficient  to  induce  me  at 
once  to  dismiss  this  suit.  I  shall  refer  the  case  to  the 
Registrar  and  merchants  for  the  purpose  of  consider- 
ing generally  the  whole  of  these  accounts,  and  of  re- 
porting specifically  what  balance  was  due  to  Mr.  Hall 
upon  which  a  bond  of  bottomry  could  be  legally 
taken.  This  reference  will  at  once  dispose  of  the 
point  I  reserved  for  consideration,  viz.  whether  Mr. 
Hall  received  from  the  freight  and  passage  money  be- 
fore the  ship  left  Sydney,  sufficient  funds  to  meet  the 
necessities  of  the  ship  without  resorting  to  a  bottomry 
bond. 

The  other  bond,  which  was  executed  by  the  master 
at  Pemambuco,  I  shall  in  like  manner  refer  to  the 
Registrar  and  merchants;  and  I  shall  reserve  my 
final  decision  until  the  Registrar  and  merchants  have 
made  their  report  to  the  Court. 
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THE  NEW  EAGLE. 

Motion.  ^kF$brHi^. 

case  the  vessel  was  found  derelict  off  Flam-  a  simple  odd- 
ugh  Head,  and  was  taken  by  the  salvors  into  not  permitted 
on,  where  she  was  arrested  in  a  cause  of  J^JJ^idebt 
ind  was  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  Court.  ^*J!f^^°^**** 
3eeds  of  the  sale  were   brought  into  the  »hip  which  had 
and  the  Court  decreed  a  moiety  of  the  net  reii2t,7ii  had 
to  the  salvors.     An  application  was  now  ^Jl^^*!!?'*' 
behalf  of  the  mortgagees  of  the  vessel,  that  ^^  Vo^rt,  um 
ning  moiety  of  the  proceeds  should  be  paid  £mg  mb^ied 
jm.     This  application  was  opposed  on  behalf  gi[^of*^,he 
erted  creditor,  who  alleged  that  he.  had  ad-  ^S^^iTJ^ 
66  for  the  service  of  the  vessel  in  the  pay-  proceyda  in 
seamen's  wages,  board,  &c.  SlSS^tioS  of 

thar  mortgage. 
P       .1  ,  Proceeds  di- 

for  the  mortgagees.  wcted  to  be 

paid  oat  to  the 

nore  for  the  creditor.  "**  ******* 

Curiam. 

I  first  read  the  affidavits  on  which  this  motion 
!  founded,  I  felt  a  strong  inclination  to  sup- 
laim  which  has  been  made  by  Mr.  Brambles, 
id  creditor,  so  far  as  the  law  would  allow  me. 

0  find  that  the  principles  of  law  which  are 

1  these  Courts  prevent  me  from  affording  him 
:ance.     I  must  be  guided  by  the  decision  of 

Council  in  the  case  of  the  Neptune,  reported 
pp,  p.  94 ;  and  after  that  decision  it  is  im- 
to  make  a  distinction  between  the  proceeds 
[lip  itself.  I  must,  therefore,  reject  the  claim 
rambles,  and  direct  the  remaining  moiety  of 
;eds  to  be  paid  to  the  mortgagees  upon  the 
►n  of  their  deed  of  mortgage. 
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Aihm^ch.  THE  EDEN.     Parsons. 


CoDitnictioD  of  TN  this  case  an  action  was  brought  by  the  owners  of 
bour  Pilot  Jul  tbe  Welcome  Return  against  this  vessel,  for 
iSr**'^*      damage  by  collision  in  Cork  harbour;  both  vessels  at 

Sfjii6j*,ibe  the  time  beating  out  of  the  harbour,  and  both  being 
Act.  6  Geo.  4,  upon  the  starboard  tack.  The  case  was  argued  upon 
mwdtoEng-*^  the  merits  before  Trinity  Masters,  and  they  pro- 
^ImeSi  ^^^"^^^^  ^^*  *h^  Eden  was  to  blame.  When  the 
to  tpphr  to       Court  delivered  its  judgment  a  question  was  reserved 

o'^womofa  for  further  argument,  how  fiir  the  owners  of  the  Eden 
^V|*5j{J^^  were  exempt  from  responsibility,  upon  the  ground 
f°iMd!^^ci  k  ^^^*  ^  ^"^y  licensed  pilot  was  on  board  and  in  charge 
Harbour  con-  of  the  Edeu  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  that  such 
damaffe/uie  ^  pUot  was  taken  on  board  under  the  provisions  of  an 
SoUdJ^^  act  of  parUament,  1  Geo.  IV.  c,  52,  s.  33. 
bj  compuiaiou.       In  support  of  the  owners'  exemption  from  liability 

Addams  and  Robinson  contended,  that  the  words 
of  the  33rd  section,  "  no  person  shall  offer  himself  as 
a  pilot,  or  take  charge  of  any  vessel  arriving  or  sailing 
from  the  harbour  of  Cork,  saving  such  persons  as 
shall  be  appointed  for  the  purpose  by  the  commission- 
ers under  the  statute/'  amounted  to  a  positive  injunc- 
tion upon  all  masters  entering  and  quitting  the  har- 
bour to  put  their  vessels  in  charge  of  a  pilot,  and 
that  the  penalty  of  £10,  specified  in  the  act,  extended 
to  them  if  they  presumed  to  navigate  their  own 
vessels.  That  aJthough  there  was  no  proviso  in  the 
act  itself  expressly  exempting  from  liability  the  owners 
of  vessels  having  such  pilot  on  board,  the  penalty  of 
£10  would  make  the  taking  the  pilot  an  act  of  com- 
pulsion on  the  part  of  the  master,  and  the  owner 
would  consequently  be  relieved  from  responsibihty, 
under  the  principles  laid  down  in  the  courts  of  com- 
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non  law  in  the  cases  of  Milligan  v.  Wedge,  Lucey  v.       ifl^e, 


'ngram,  and  that  of  Carruthers  v.  Sydebottom.  That 
f  the  local  act  1  Geo.  IV.  c.  52,  waa  insufficient 
)er  se  to  protect  the  owners  of  the  Eden,  the  Cork 
3arbour  Act  was  to  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the 
xeneral  Pilot  Act;  and  under  the  decision  in  Car- 
uthers  v.  Sydebottom  the  owners'  responsibility  was 
aken  away. 

Phillmore  and  Bayford^  contra. — ^That  the  words 
»f  the  33rd  section,  which  had  been  referred  to,  were 
lot  intended  to  apply  to  the  masters  of  vessels  navi* 
rating  their  own  vessels  as  suggested,  but  were  exclu^ 
ively  confined  to  persons  volunteering  their  services 
is  pilots,  without  being  duly  licensed  by  the  harbour 
;ommissioners.  The  £10  penalty  was  confined  to 
hese  parties  alone ;  and  that  even  in  caae  the  master 
)f  a  vessel  entering  or  quitting  the  harbour  should 
hink  fit  to  employ  such  unlicensed  person,  the  master 
nmself  would  not  be  affected  by  the  penalty;  k  fortiori, 
10  such  result  would  ensue  if  he  choose  to  navigate 
lis  own  ship.  That  the  act  of  taking  a  pilot  being 
voluntary,  the  principles  in  the  common  law  cases 
vhich  had  been  cited  did  not  apply.  That  the 
ittempt  to  connect  the  Cork  Harbour  Act  with  the 
jeneral  Pilot  Act  could  not  be  sustain^,  because  the 
)rovisions  of  the  General  Pilot  Act  did  not  extend  to 
Ireland,  but  was  confined  to  England  alone.  Lastly, 
hat  the  true  principle  upon  which  the  point  in  issue 
lepended  had  been  laid  down  in  a  court  of  common 
aw  in  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Temperley,  reported  in 
I  Adolphus  &  Ellis.  That  there  was  a  strong  analogy 
)etween  the  circumstances  of  that  case  and  the  present 
!ase,  and  that  the  decision  delivered  by  the  Court  of 
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Tub  Eobn. 


1846.  Queen's  Bench  in  that  case  was  an  authority  of  the 
highest  weight,  and  was  conclusive  of  the  question 
involved  in  this  discussion. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushxngton. 
When  the  Court  pronounced  its  judgment  in  this 
case,  that  the  Eden  was  to  blame,  and  that  no  miscon- 
duct was  imputable  to  the  Welcome  Return,  a  ques- 
tion was  reserved  for  fiirther  consideration, — how  fer 
the  owners  of  the  Eden  were  relieved  from  responsi- 
bility under  the  provisions  of  the  Pilot  Act,  the  col- 
lision having  occurred  in  the  harbour  of  Cork,  and 
the  Eden  being  at  the  time  in  charge  of  a  pilot  duly 
licensed  to  act  as  pilot  in  that  locality.  This  question 
I  have  now  to  determine;  and  looking  to  the  diffi- 
culties which  have  heretofore  been  experienced,  and 
to  the  conflicting  decisions  which  have  been  delivered 
in  other  Courts,  I  am  glad  that  I  have  taken  time  to 
deliberate  upon  the  subject,  although  perhaps  my  own 
original  impression  has  not  been-  changed  by  the 
arguments  which  have  been  urged  in  the  present 
instance.  It  is  not  unimportant  to  the  consideration 
in  question  to  bear  in  mind  the  view  which  Lord 
Stowell  entertained  in  the  case  of  the  Neptune  the 
Second,  a  case  which  is  reported  in  the  first  volimie 
of  Dodson's  Reports,  page  467.  The  decision  in  that 
case  was  wholly  independent  of  any  reference  to  l^is- 
lative  enactments.  From  my  own  recollection  of  that 
case  I  am  satisfied  that  no  allusion  was  made  to  any 
act  of  parliament,  and  in  delivering  his  judgment 
Lord  Stowell  declared  in  most  explicit  terms,  that  the 
owners  of  vessels  were  responsible  to  the  injured 
parties  for  the  misconduct  of  pilots  taken  on  board. 
It  may  be  asked  who  were  the  pilots  of  whom  Lord 
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Stowell  was  speaking?    Clearly  not  the  persons  of       i846. 

;irhom  in  earlier  times  the  class  of  pilots  consisted : ^^^^-^ 

riz.  a  body  of  persons  not  appropriated  to  the  local    "^"^  ^'^^^' 

lavigation  of  vessels  by  any  competent  authority,  but 

)eTsons  promiscuously  plying  about  in  the  neighbour- 

lood  of  ports  and  channels  and  taken  on  board  by  the 

nasters  at  their  own  option,  for  the  purpose  of  con- 

lucting  their  vessels  where  a  local  knowledge  and 

jxperience  was  required.     Long  previous  to  the  time 

^hen  Lord  Stowell  delivered  his  judgment  in  the 

Neptune  the  Second  pilots  had  been  incorporated  by 

Jiarter,  and  their  duties  and  privileges  regulated  by 

icts  of  parliament.     As  early  as  the  reign  of  George 

he  First  there  were  statutes  for  the  regulation  of 

)ilots,  relating  more  especially  to  those  who  navigate 

m  the  River  Thames.    These  acts  of  parliament,  it 

nust  be  assumed,  were  not  unknown  to  the  very  leam- 

d  judge  who  decided  the  case  of  the  Neptune  the 

Second ;  and  in  his  decision  in  that  case  Lord  Stowell 

nust  be  understood  to  assert,  that  by  the  common 

aw  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  independent  of  all 

statutory  enactments,  the  having  on  board  a  pilot  duly 

icensed  and  authorized  to  act  as  pilot,  did  not  exempt 

he  owners  from  a  responsibility  for  the  acts  of  that 

lilot. 

The  opinion  thus  expressed  by  that  very  eminent 
udge  was  not  only  his  own  individual  opinion,  but 
W3S  obviously  the  received  opinion  of  this  Court  from 
he  earliest  periods ;  for  surely  it  is  not  assuming  too 
nuch  to  say,  that,  if  the  fact  had  been  otherwise,  cases 
fvould  have  occurred  and  decisions  would  have  been 
found  where  the  contrary  doctrine  had  been  establish- 
ed, viz.  that  the  owners  were  exempt  from  responsi- 
bility upon  the  mere  fact  that  a  licensed  pilot  was  on 
board.     Without  referring  to  other  authorities  in  this 

VOL.   II.  H  H 
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1846.  Court  upon  the  point  I  may  here  obeenre,  that  the 
— - — ^— ^  same  opinion  has  been  entertained  at  leaat  onoe  in 
The  Ediw .  ^^  courts  of  common  law,  in  the  case  of  the  Attorney^ 
General  v.  Case,  where  the  Court  of  Exchequer  h^ 
that  the  owners  of  the  vessel  were  liable,  althou^  the 
vessel  was  in  charge  of  a  duly  licensed  plot  The 
judgment  in  that  case  was  rested  upon  the  asBumpticni, 
that  the  pilot  was  taken  on  board  not  by  oompulskm 
but  voluntarily,  and,  as  £u*  as  I  am  hiformed,  the 
same  principle  has  been  adopted  in  all  cases  ndiere 
the  taking  the  pilot  was  not  compulsory,  or  where 
the  liability  was  not  taken  away  by  act  of  parliament, 
as  in  the  case  of  Lucy  v.  Ingram.  How  &i  then 
does  this  principle  apply  to  the  present  case?  If  I 
am  to  hold  that  the  Cork  Local  Act  comprises  the 
whole  statutory  law  which  is  applicable  to  (lie  case,  I 
can  entertain  no  doubt  that  there  was  no  compulsion 
upon  the  owners  of  this  vessel  to  take  a  pilot,  and 
that  there  is  no  legislative  enactment  which  takes 
firom  such  owners  the  responsibility  for  the  conse- 
quences of  this  collision.  The  two  sections  of  this 
act,  which  it  is  admitted  are  the  only  sections  which 
have  any  reference  upon  the  point  in  issue,  are  the 
32nd  and  33rd  sections.  The  32nd  section,  after  re- 
citing that  divers  accidents  had  happened  from  the 
incompetency  of  persons  taking  charge  of  vessels  as 
pilots,  gives  power  to  the  commissioners  of  the  iuff^ 
bour  to  license  a  certain  number  of  persons  during 
their  will  and  pleasure  to  act  as  pilots.  The  33rd 
section  enacts,  that  after  a  certain  period  subsequent 
to  the  passing  of  the  act,  no  person  should  offer  him- 
self and  take  charge  of  a  vessel  as  pilot,  unless  he  be 
so  licensed,  under  a  penalty  of  £10.  There  is  also  a 
ftirther  proviso,  that  if  the  person  not  duly  licensed 
who  should  take  charge  of  any  vessel  arriving  at  the 
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harbour  or  port  of  Cork  fehould,  upon  the  arrital  of  ,  }^^' , 
the  vesiel  within  the  headlands  of  the  harbour,  or  as 
soon  after  as  any  person  nominated  and  appointed  by 
the  oommifisioners  should  offer  himself,  deliver  up  the 
charge  of  the  vessel  to  the  pilot  so  offering  himself, 
then  in  such  case  such  unlicensed  person  should  not 
be  liable  to  any  penalty.  Referring  to  these  two 
Sections  it  is  obvious,  that  this  statute  leaves  the 
masters  of  vessels  at  ftill  liberty  to  navigate  their  own 
vetaels  without  taking  any  pilot  at  all ;  nay,  ftirther, 
it  imposes  no  penalty  upon  them  if  they  take  an  un- 
licensed pilot.  The  penalty  or  compulsion,  if  I  may 
use  the  expression^  is  upon  other  persons :  viz.  the 
persons  who  should  act  as  pilots  without  being  duly 
licensed.  Thus  fer  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  con- 
ttderation  of  the  present  question ;  but  another  view 
of  the  case  has  been  suggested  by  the  counsel  in  their 
argument,  from  which  it  is  my  duty  not  to  shrink, 
viz.  that  under  the  authority  of  the  decision  in  the 
case  of  Carruthers  v.  Sydebottom  the  Cork  Local  Act 
must  be  taken  in  conjunction  with  the  General  Pilot 
Act,  and  that  by  virtue  of  that  decision  the  responsi* 
Wlity  of  the  owners  of  the  Eden  is  taken  away. 
Against  this  view  of  the  question  there  are,  in  my 
opinion,  three  very  strong  objections.  First,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of 
Carruthers  v.  Sydebottom,  is  not  reconcilable  with 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  the  case  of 
the  Attomey-GJeneral  v.  Case,  and  it  has  been  so 
stated  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  his  book  on  Shipping. 
Secondly,  that  both  these  decisions  apply  to  the  pre- 
ceding Pilot  Act,  62  Geo.  III.  c.  39,  and  not  to  the 
6  Geo.  IV.  c.  125,  although  it  must  be  admitted  that 
the  two  acts  very  closely  resemble  each  other.  Thirdly, 
(and  this  perhaps  is  the  most  important  distinction  of 
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1846.       all,)  the  question  at  issue  in  this  case  does  not  relate 
*    to  a  pilot  taken  on  board  on  the  coast  of  England, 
but  in  a  harbour  of  Ireland.    The  only  section  in  the 
act,  6  Geo.  IV.,  which  was  cited  by  the  counsel  for 
the  Eden  was  the  72nd  section,  and  it  is  evident  that 
this  section  alone  could  never  help  me  to  a  right  con- 
clusion upon  the  point  in  issue.     It  was  necessary 
that  I  should  look  through  the  whole  statute,  and  I 
have  done  so,  in  order  to  see  whether  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  to  render  the  act  applicable 
to  every  pilot  throughout  the  whole  kingdom  of 
Great  Britain  and  Ireland.     The  whole  of  the  statute, 
it  appears  to  me,  negatives  the  proposition  that  it  was 
ever  intended  to  apply  to  Irehmd  at  all.     When  I 
look  at  the  statute  what  do  I  find  in  the  5th  section? 
I  find  this  provision, — "  Be  it  farther  enacted,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Corporation  of  Trinity  House, 
Deptford  Strond,  and  they  are  hereby  required,  to 
appoint  from  time  to  time,  as  often  and  for  such 
period  as  they  in  their  discretion  shall  think  fit,  proper 
and  competent  persons  at  such  port  or  places  in  Eng- 
land  as  they  shall  think  requisite,  except  where  there 
are  local  acts  with  which  they  are  not  to  interfere." 
The  very  outset  of  the  act  therefore  shows  that  it 
could  contemplate  England,  and  England  alone.    If 
it  were  necessary  I  might  refer  to  other  passages  in 
the  act  which  have  all  the  same  bearing;  as,  for 
instance,  all  the  bye-laws  are  to  be  sanctioned  by  the 
Chief  Justice  of  the  King's  Bench  in  England,  and 
in  many  cases  applications  are  to  be  made  to  the 
quarter  sessions.     There  are  no  words  which  refer  to 
any  Irish  court  under  any  circumstances  whatever, 
and  all  these  provisions  would  be  a  mass  of  absurdity 
if  this  act  were  meant  to  extend  to  Ireland. 

Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  therefore, 
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Qg  considered  the  act  of  parliament  to  the  best  i846, 
ly  ability,  I  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
Bral  Pilot  Act  does  not  apply  in  the  present 
nee.  If  this  be  so,  the  owners  of  the  Eden  must 
sponsible,  unless  the  whole  of  the  law  heretofore 
bioned  by  high  authority  is  to  be  overruled.  This 
I  asked  to  do  upon  the  single  authority  of  the 
of  Milligan  v.  Wedge,  in  which  case  it  is  said 
general  principle  has  been  laid  down  which 
;  rule  in  all  other  cases.  On  the  other  hand, 
luthority  of  the  decision  in  Martin  v.  Temperley 
strongly  urged  upon  me.  I  do  not  think  it 
3sary  to  enter  upon  a  minute  discussion  of  these 
cases.  I  dare  not  be  the  first  to  break  down  the 
ind  well  recognized  principle,  that  the  owners  of 
jls  are  liable  whenever  they  take  a  pilot  without 
3ulsion,  or  are  not  relieved  from  responsibility  by 
f  parliament ;  to  this  rule  I  am  bound  to  adhere, 
I  think  that  I  have  no  discretion  to  depart  from 
)wever  strong  the  analogy  may  be  to  other  cases 
other  matters  decided  in  the  courts  of  common 
I  wish  it  to  be  distinctly  understood,  that  I  do 
presume  to  give  any  opinion  upon  these  cases, 
if  the  principles  which  have  governed  them  be 
[cable  to  cases  like  the  present,  they  must  be 
led  by  a  higher  authority  than  mine.  I  am  of 
ion  that  the  pilot  in  this  case  having  been  taken 
oard  not  by  compulsion,  the  owners  of  the  Eden 
responsible  for  the  damage  in  question,  and  I  do 
;ee  that  they  are  relieved  from  that  responsibility 
ny  act  of  parliament.  With  respect  to  the  costs, 
owners  of  the  Eden  must  pay  the  costs  of  the 
nal  hearing,  and,  with  respect  to  the  point  of  law 
h  has  been  now  raised,  each  party  must  pay  their 
costs. 
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THE  CHIEFTAIN. 

1840.  T.g 

Ath  March.  MOTIOW. 


Stifage  lerfioe  TN  this  case  the  vessel  was  stranded  upon  the  coast 
lwtuh"ihip\y  of  Afirica,  where  she  was  fallen  in  with  hy  her 

jSJ/8croiM«   niajesty's  steam-vessel  the  Thunderer.     With  the  as- 
onthecoMtof  sistance  of  the  crew  of  the  Thunderer  the  vessel  was 
Bill  for  £400  Unladen  and  repaired ;  and  prior  to  her  departure  on 
muMraSn?     ^^^  hoHieward  voyage,  the  master  of  the  Chieftain 

mJter  ™^*thc  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^P^^  *^®  owners  in  England  for  £400  as 
owners  in  Eng-  a  salvage  remuneration  to  the  officers  and  crew  of  the 
ofthoMivora'  Thunderer  for  their  services.  In  the  course  of  her 
of  ^e  h^me^  voyagc  homc  the  Chieftain  foundered  off  St.  George's 
fSIei  fou'Sden*  ^'^^^^^^  ^^^  *^^  ^^  upou  presentation  to  the  owners 
and  the  bin    '  was  rcfused  payment. 

upon  presenta.  *    *' 

tion  it  refused 

wjwnibythe      rpj^^  QuecTi's  AdvQcate  now  moved  the  Court  to 
Monition      decree  a  monition  against  the  owners  of  the  Chief- 

•gtinst  toe  ,  ^ 

owners  refused  tain,  to  show  causc  why  the  £400  should  not  he  paid 
^  *  *    "**     to  the  officers  and  crew  of  the  Thunderer. 

Per  Curiam. 
My  difficulty  in  acceding  to  this  motion  arises  ftom 
the  fact  that  the  property  to  which  the  alleged  ser- 
vices were  rendered  is  actually  lost  and  gone.  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  case  in  which  a  monition  to  show 
cause  has  issued  against  the  owners  of  property  which 
has  been  lost;  and  I  feel  that  in  granting  such  moni- 
tion in  the  present  instance  I  should  convert  the  juris- 
diction of  this  Court  from  a  proceeding  in  rem  to  a 
proceeding  in  personam.  I  must,  under  the  peculiar 
circumstances  of  the  case,  refuse  the  monition  as 
prayed. 
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2&thMarA. 


N  this  case  a  stdt  was  promoted  against  this  vessel  ownenof  a 

by  the  owners  of  the  brig  Diligent,  and  by  the  ^^JJI^JfTi 
mers  of  part  of  the  cargo  on  board,  for  damage  ^JJf?; J^^®  *^ 
r  collision,  whereby  the  brig  and  the  entire  cargo  on  decree  of  the 

_j  T_        J  f     A  Court  in  a  cause 

mra  were  sunK  and  lost.  of  damage,  en- 

A  separate  action  was  at  the  same  time  entered  on  fhe*^,^i7of 
ihalf  of  the  owners  of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  ^«  d«ma«ng 

^  *  yestel  paid  out 

Tgo,  bnt  this  action  was  not  further  prosecuted,  of  the  Reeutiy 
pon  the  6th  of  May,  1845,  the  original  action  came  !^^unt  of  their 
i  for  hearing,  and  the  Court,  assisted  by  Trinity  fe3'to" the*" 
asters,  pronounced  for  the  damaee  in  question  with  owner*  of  the 

/.      .  .  1       T*      •  ki  remaining  por- 

sts,  retemng  the  amount  to  the  Registrar  ana  mer-  tion  of  the 
lants.     Upon  the  same  day  when  the  sentence  was  no?brought 
t)nounced,  and  subsequent  to  the  hearing  of  the  Jj)f^|  I^^lhe 
i^al  cause,  a  second  action  was  entered  by  the  decree  of  the 

/.     ,  .    .  .  J.    1  .1       first  suit  had 

raers  of  the  remammg  portion  of  the  cargo  m  the  been  pro- 
m  of  £2500,  and  the  action  proceeded  in  the  usual  °°p°a52;  of  the 
rm  by  default.  ''^"•'•''l^, 

J  remaining  por- 

The  vessel  having  been  sold  under  a  decree  of  the  t»on  of  the 
3urt,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  amounting  to  the  proc^t  might 
m  of  £1037: 158.  6rf,,  were  brought  in  upon  the  ^a^'Klf^ 
e  24th  of  June;  and  upon  the  4th  of  November  JJ^^^JJ*''*^*'""' 
e  proctor  for  the  original  promoters  prayed  these 
t)ceed8  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Registry  to  his  parties, 
bis  prayer  was  opposed  by  the  proctor  for  the  owners 
'  the  remaining  portion  of  the  cargo,  who  prayed 
be  heard  upon  his  act  on  petition. 
An  act  on  petition  was  accordingly  brought  in,  set- 
ig  forth  in  substance,  that  the  non-prosecution  of 
le  original  suit  by  the  owners  of  the  remaining  por- 
m  of  the  cargo  was  occasioned  by  a  private  under- 
anding  with  the  proctor  for  the  original  promoters 
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of  the  suit — that  their  interests  were  identical,  and 
that  the  results  of  the  original  proceeding  would  be 
equally  beneficial  to  both  parties.  That  subsequent 
to  the  decision  a  proposal  was  made  to  the  proctor  of 
the  original  promoters,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  the  vessel  should  be  paid  out  to  him  for  an  equit- 
able division  amongst  the  owners  of  the  brig  and  the 
owners  of  the  cargo  in  proportion  to  their  respective 
losses;  and  that  this  proposal  was  acceded  to,  and 
was  in  the  progress  of  being  carried  into  effect. 

This  statement  was  expressly  contradicted  in  the 
reply ;  and  upon  the  26th  of  January  the  question 
was  argued,  when  the  Court  took  time  to  consider  its 
judgment. 


Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

The  learned  judge,  having  folly  adverted  to  the 
proceedings  in  the  case  as  detailed  above,  proceeded 
to  observe  to  the  following  effect : — 

The  question  which  I  have  to  determine  is,  whether 
a  suitor  in  this  Court,  having  obtained  a  decree  in  a 
cause  of  this  description,  is  to  be  curtailed  of  the  bene- 
fit of  that  decree  by  a  distribution  of  the  proceeds  in 
favour  of  claimants  who  have  not  proceeded  to  en- 
force their  claims  until  the  decree  was  made,  or  who 
have  commenced  their  proceedings  upon  the  very 
same  day.  Let  me  consider  how  the  question  would 
stand  in  analogy  to  the  principles  and  practice  of  other 
courts.  The  class  of  actions  which  approximate  most 
nearly  to  the  present  case  are  the  cas^  of  creditors 
proceeding  to  recover  their  claims  from  the  executors 
of  a  deceased  testator.  Although  such  actions  are 
personal  in  point  of  form,  in  substance  they  may 
be  considered  as  proceedings  in  rem ;  for  if  the  cre- 
ditor succeeds  in  his  suit,  he  is  to  be  paid  out  of  the 
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issets  of  the  testator,  and  not,  in  ordinary  cases  at 
east,  out  of  the  property  belonging  to  the  executors 
hemselves.  The  law  upon  this  point,  so  &r  as  it  is 
lecessary  to  examine  it  for  the  elucidation  of  this 
au3e,  is  to  be  found  in  Williams'  Treatise  on  Executors, 
[t  is  not  my  intention  to  go  through  the  whole  law 
is  it  is  there  laid  down;  it  is  sufficient  to  observe  that 
he  law  as  stated  in  the  5th  section  clearly  favours 
hose  who  are  most  active  in  seeking  its  aid  and 
issistance.  After  enumerating  a  variety  of  qlaims 
¥hich  are  entitled  to  priority  of  payment,  the  learned 
luthor  distinctly  lays  it  down,  that  amongst  creditors 
)f  equal  degree  the  creditor  who  first  obtains  judg- 
nent  must  be  paid  in  preference  to  all  others  of  the 
;ame  degree ;  that  in  order  to  insure  an  equal  dis- 
ribution  of  the  estate,  a  bill  must  be  filed  on  be- 
lalf  of  all  the  creditors;  and  unless  this  be  done, 
lot  only  may  an  individual  creditor  obtain  a  prefer- 
ence by  his  greater  diligence,  but  even  a  court  of 
equity  will  not  interfere  to  prevent  a  preference  by  an 
executor  confessing  a  judgment. 

I  will  now  examine  whether  there  be  any  distinc- 
ion  in  principle  between  the  present  case  and  the 
5ases  to  which  I  have  referred.  The  vessel  has  been 
lold  under  a  decree  of  this  Court,  and  the  party  who 
las  obtained  the  judgment  will,  as  I  understand,  be 
-equired  to  give  what  may  be  termed  nominal  bail  to 
mswer  "  all  latent  demands*'  before  the  money  will 
ye  paid  to  him  from  the  Registry  of  the  Court.  I 
lave  considered  with  much  care  the  form  of  the  bond 
)y  which  the  sureties  bind  themselves  upon  this  occa- 
don. — It  is  to  this  effect :  "  That  they  are  responsi- 
ve to  our  lady  the  Queen  to  restore  a  sum  of  money 
)ronounced  to  be  due  by  the  Court  to  the  suitor  in 
lie  cause,  in  case  any  person  shall  come  in  for  his  in- 
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1846.       terest  in  the  said  sum ;''  the  gnretieB  also  farther  famd 
2M  M»ek.    ^^mg^iYeg^  theu*  heirs,  executors  and  administraton, 


SiI!!!Lr.  **  *^  bring  into  the  R^istry  of  the  CSourt  a  obtain 
sum  whensoever  the  Court  shall  order,  and  to  save 
harmless  the  Judge,  Registrar,  Marshal,  and  all  offi- 
oers  of  the  said  Court.'*  lliese  concluding  words  are 
inserted  exdusively  for  the  protection  of  thk  Court  and 
its  officers ;  and  when  I  recollect  what  in  former  times 
was  the  legal  condition  of  the  officers  of  this  Court, 
Tis.  that  they  might  be  held  responsible  for  error  if 
they  departed  in  the  slightest  degree  from  the  strict 
bounds  of  their  jurisdiction,  I  am  not  surjnnsed  that 
these  words  should  be  inserted,  ex  abundanti  cautelfi, 
for  their  protection.  Prom  my  ovm  experience  in  this 
Court  I  am  not  aware  that  any  judicial  interpretaticm 
has  ever  been  put  upon  an  instrument  of  this  kind ; 
and  I  certainly  feel  it  is  no  easy  duty  to  attempt  the 
interpretation  in  the  present  instance.  In  order  to 
assist  the  case  of  Mr.  Bowdler's  parties,  &e  instrument 
in  question  must  be  construed  to  mean,  that  the  ownen 
of  the  remaining  portion  of  the  cargo  on  board  this 
vessel  are  at  liberty  to  come  in  at  any  time  ihey  may 
think  fit,  and  having  established  their  claim  are  entitled 
to  share  pro  rat&  in  these  proceeds.  I  do  not,  I  confeas, 
so  read  the  instrument,  and  I  cannot  find  in  it  any 
words  which  can  by  possibility  sustain  any  such  con- 
struction. I  am  even  inclined  to  doubt  if  the  instru- 
ment itself  has  any  application  at  all  to  a  claim  of 
this  description.  Looking  to  the  whole  tenor  of  it,  I 
am  rather  disposed  to  believe  that  the  expression  re- 
ferred to  applies  exclusively  to  original  interests  in 
the  subject-matter,  as  in  cases  of  title,  where  the  pro- 
ceedings had  been  in  poenam  and  the  ship  had  been 
condemned  without  an  appearance.  It  is  not  neces* 
sary,  however,  that  I  should  decide  this  point  hi  the 
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raeMit  instance;  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  state,  that  ims. 
apon  a  careful  consideration  of  this  instrument,  1  can 
not  find  any  expressions  which,  by  the  most  extended 
oonstmction,  can  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  a  suitor 
prior  petens,  who  has  obtained  his  money,  shall  bring 
it  badk  for  the  purpose  of  sharing  it  with  a  subse* 
qnent  suitor  who  has  no  preferential  claim  ;*~I  say 
bring  it  back,  because,  as  ftir  as  this  case  is  concerned, 
I  see  no  distinction  in  principle  between  bringing 
back  the  money  and  being  prevented  from  receiving 
the  whole  without  paying  part  over  to  another  person. 
If  I  am  correct  in  the  view  which  I  have  thus  taken 
of  the  instrument  under  consideration,  it  is  dear  that 
as  &r  as  its  contents  are  concerned  it  can  fiimish  no 
foundation  for  the  claim  which  is  now  set  up.  It 
may  be  said,  that  by  the  terms  of  the  instrument  I 
am  empowered  to  order  the  money  to  be  brought 
back.  It  may  be  that  I  am  possessed  of  such  an 
authority,  but  I  cannot  redistribute  the  money  so 
brought  back  by  the  force  of  any  directions  which 
are  to  be  found  in  the  instrument;  neither  can  I  dis« 
cover  any  principle  of  equity  as  administered  in  other 
courts  which  would  justify  me  in  taking  such  a  step. 
No  court  of  equity  I  am  satisfied  would  interpose  its 
authority  to  any  such  extent  in  &vour  of  a  creditor 
who  should  come  in  and  invoke  its  interference  after 
a  decree  had  been  obtained  by  another  creditor  of  the 
Bame  degree ;  and  it  would  ill  become  this  Court,  ex* 
ercising  as  it  does  an  equitable  as  well  as  a  legal  ju- 
risdiction, to  do  that  which  a  court  of  equity  would 
decline. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  ancient  practice  of 
the  Court,  as  it  has  long  been  understood,  is  in  favour 
of  the  application,  and  bears  out  the  claim  which  is 
B^  up.     If  this  be  so,  and  the  proof  of  such  practice 
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my  duty  to  confonn  to  that  practice,  however  opposed 
SiiuCTK.  *^  ^y  ^^^^  views  and  reasoning  upon  the  matter. 
But  I  must  first  be  satisfied  that  such  a  practice  really 
exists.  If  the  practice  has  a  legal  existence,  in  the 
long  series  of  years  during  which  this  Court  has  exer- 
cised its  jurisdiction,  cases  must  surely  have  occurred 
in  which  the  asserted  practice  has  been  applied.  1 
myself  know  of  no  such  cases,  and  none  have  been 
mentioned ;  and  in  the  absence  of  such  cases  I  do  not 
feel  disposed,  upon  the  mere  understanding  that  such  a 
practice  has  prevailed  in  this  Court,  to  depart  fix)m  a 
principle  which  has  been  distinctly  recognized  and 
adopted  in  other  courts.  In  the  course  of  the  argument 
I  have  been  referred  to  the  statute  53  Geo.  III.  c.  159, 
and  it  has  been  urged  by  one  of  the  learned  counsel, 
I  believe  Dr.  Harding,  that  I  might  give  the  relief 
prayed  for  under  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  by 
calling  in  aid  the  15th  section.  The  15th  section  is 
in  these  words :  "  Be  it  fiirther  enacted,  that  if  any 
suit  for  any  such  loss  or  damage  as  aforesaid  shall  be 
instituted  or  depending  in  any  court  competent  to 
act  as  a  court  of  equity  for  the  purposes  of  this  act, 
such  court  shall  and  is  hereby  authorized  and  em- 
powered to  proceed  in  such  suit  for  such  purposes,  in 
the  same  manner  and  under  the  same  regulations  and 
with  the  same  powers  as  are  herein  given  to  courts  of 
equity,  so  far  as  the  same  are  applicable  to  the  nature 
of  such  court  and  the  forms  of  proceedings  therein, 
and  such  court  shall  use  all  such  means  as  a  court  of 
equity  is  by  this  act  empowered  to  use  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  act.'*  Assuming  for  the  purposes  of  this 
discussion  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  is  included 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  the  following 
difficulty  arises :  viz.  that  the  right  of  filing  the  biU 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  457 

n  equity  is  exclusively  given  by  the  act  to  the  owners    «^j[^^j^ 

br  their  protection,  and  not  to  the  claimants  for  their -- 

idvantage.  This  is  a  difficulty  which  I  am  unable  to  sabacbw. 
)vercome,  and  however  desirous  I  should  have  been 
o  have  assisted  the  claimants  if  their  application  had 
yeen  made  in  due  time,  that  is,  before  my  decree  was 
)ronounced,  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  I  cannot 
low  extend  in  their  behalf  the  provisions  of  this 
statute  beyond  the  limits  which  die  legislature  in- 
ended.  The  power  conferred  by  the  statute  is  a 
x)wer  created  by  act  of  parliament,  and  must  be 
imited  by  the  terms  of  the  act  itself. 

In  concluding  my  remarks  upon  this  part  of  the 
ase  I  may  here  observe,  that  if  bail  had  been  given 
n  the  present  instance,  such  bail  I  apprehend  would 
lave  been  responsible  only  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
iction  which  they  had  bailed.  It  could  not,  I  con- 
nive, for  a  moment  be  contended,  that  the  claimants 
)ringing  the  subsequent  actions  would  have  any  title 
x>  recover  against  such  bail  or  to  participate  in  any 
und  which  they  might  bring  into  the  Registry  of 
ins  Court  in  discharge  of  their  liabilities  as  bail, 
rhe  whole  question  which  has  formed  the  subject  of 
;hi8  discussion  will  receive  a  more  satis&ctory  solution 
}y  a  short  reference  to  first  principles.  How  stood 
he  ancient  law  with  respect  to  cases  of  damage? 
By  the  ancient  law,  owners  of  damaging  vessels  were 
responsible  to  the  full  extent  of  the  damage  which 
liey  had  occasioned,  and  the  parties  complaining  of 
lie  loss  or  damage  might  proceed  at  their  election 
dther  in  this  Court  or  the  courts  of  common  law. 
[f  the  owners  of  the  damaging  vessel  bailed  an  action 
wrought  against  them  by  one  set  of  claimants  in  this 
Court,  other  parties  whose  property  had  been  injured 
night  arrest  die  vessel  in  a  second  and  separate  action. 
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amIiSml    '^^  ^  oonodve  might  have  been  done  toties  quotaes; 

and  wheie  all  parties  were  equally  active  in  bringing 

BA%Jm.  ^^  suits  before  any  final  decree  was  pronounced) 
the  proceedings  of  the  Court  were  so  r^^ulated  as  to 
secure  a  rateable  distribution  of  the  fund  between  the 
various  claimants  having  similar  claims ;  a  pieferenoe 
however  was  at  all  times  given  to  the  party  who  by 
his  vigilance  availed  himself  first  of  the  remedy  of 
the  law  in  obtaining  a  judgment.  Having  once  ob* 
tained  such  judgment  he  could  not  be  compelled  to 
surrender  the  benefit  of  the  Court's  decree,  by  sharing 
it  with  other  claimants  who  might  have  been  leM 
active.  How  do  these  principles  apply  to  the  present 
case  ?  It  is  said  that  the  ship  is  a  foreign  ship^  and 
that  in  consequence  of  the  owners  being  resident 
abroad  the  right  of  action  which  remains  to  the  injured 
parties  is  altogether  nugatory.  Be  it  so :  will  thst 
circumstance  entitle  a  person  who  has  not  exerdaed 
his  right  of  proceeding  with  propw  diligence  to  share 
with  him  who  has  ?  I  am  of  opinion  that  it  would 
not.  I  will  put  the  following  case:— a  creditor 
brings  an  action  against  an  executor  in  a  court  of 
equity,  the  creditor  recovers  a  judgment,  and  the 
executor  afterwards  quits  the  country  and  escapes  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  could  another  ere* 
ditor  who  had  neglected  to  sue  whilst  the  executor 
was  in  this  country,  demand  from  the  court  that  the 
money  received  under  the  judgment  by  the  first  ore* 
ditor  should  be  distributed  pro  rat&  in  liquidation  of 
their  respective  claims?  Clearly  not  The  same 
principle,  it  appears  to  me,  is  directly  applicable  to 
proceedings  in  this  Court  in  a  case  of  this  descrip- 
tion ;  and  I  do  not  consider  that  I  should  be  justified 
in  making  any  distinction  in  the  present  instance  upon 
the  grounds  of  the  suggested  difficulties  arising  from 


THE  HIGH  OOUBT  OP  ADMIRALTY.  ^S9 


le  drcimuiaiioes  that  the  yessel  is  a  foreign  veaad    ^^^^J^ 

od  the  owners  are  resident  abroad.  

I  must  now  advert,  in  conclusion,  to  another  ground  sabaout. 
rhich  has  been  urged  in  support  of  this  application ; 
if.  the  alleged  agreement  between  the  proctors  of  the 
aspectiye  parties  in  the  cause.  It  is  averred  in  the 
ct  on  petition,  first,  that  Mr.  B.,  the  proctor  for  the 
arties  making  this  application,  delayed  commencing 
is  action  with  the  consent  of  the  proctor  for  the 
romoters  of  the  original  suit.  Secondly,  that  there 
rsB  a  mutual  agreement  between  the  proctors  that  all 
arties  should  share  rateably  in  the  proceeds  of  the 
esseL  These  averments  would  be  important  if  duly 
Btablished;  but  how  are  they  met  in  the  present 
istance?  Why  they  are  met  by  a  distinct  and  total 
enial  on  the  odier  side.  *^  M.  expressly  denied  that 
le  ever  at  any  time  recognized  the  claims  of  B.'s 
larties  to  participate  rateably  with  his  parties  in  the 
iroceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Saracen,  or  that  any  pro* 
K)6al  fcM*  the  division  of  the  proceeds  amongst  all  the 
rwners  of  the  Diligent  and  her  cargo,  in  proportion 
0  the  damage  sustained  by  them  respectively,  were 
rver  made  to  him  at  any  time  prior  to  the  month  of 
[una  last."  The  act  on  petition,  I  am  aware,  is  sup- 
)orted  by  the  affidavit  of  Messrs.  B.  and  B.,  and  no 
iffidavit  has  been  made  in  support  of  this  averment 
vhich  is  set  forth  in  the  answer  to  the  act.  With 
*espect  to  the  affidavit  of  Messrs.  B.  and  B.,  I  enter- 
ain  not  a  shadow  of  a  doubt  but  that  such  affidavit 
x)ntains  their  real  apprehension  of  all  the  facts ;  at 
he  same  time  I  cannot  suppose  that  the  proctor  on 
lie  other  side,  in  setting  fordi  the  statement  contained 
n  his  answer,  has  made  averments  as  to  his  own  per* 
Kmal  acts  in  these  proceedings  which  are  not  true  in 
Idf  belief.    It  is  no  part  of  my  present  duty  to  recon- 
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cile  these  contradictory  statements,  neither  is  it  my 
intention  to  enter  more  in  detail  into  the  agreement 
itself,  because  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  asserted  agree- 
ment, even  if  established,  could  not  be  carried  out  by 
the  authority  of  this  Court.  If  it  be  a  valid  agreement, 
its  enforcement  belongs  to  the  jurisdiction  of  other 
courts,  and  to  those  courts  the  parties  must  resort 
for  any  assistance  they  may  require.  Then  how 
stands  the  real  question  which  I  have  to  determine? 
I  am  asked  to  alter  a  decree  made  by  the  Court  in 
fevour  of  parties  who  have  been  vigilant  in  support- 
ing their  own  claims,  and  to  deprive  them  of  a 
great  part  of  the  benefit  of  such  decree,  by  making 
them  share  it  with  others  who  have  been  less  diligent 
and  less  careful  of  their  own  interests.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  I  am  not  authorized  so  to  do,  either  by 
law  or  by  the  practice  of  the  Court.  I  must,  there- 
fore, pronounce  against  this  application  for  a  pro  rata 
distribution  of  the  proceeds,  and  direct  the  proceeds 
to  be  paid  out  to  Mr.  Middleton's  parties.  Looking 
to  the  difficulties  of  the  case,  and  considering  that  the 
question  which  I  have  had  to  decide  has,  I  believe, 
come  before  the  Court  in  its  present  shape  as  a  ques- 
tion primse  impressionis,  I  do  not  think  I  am  odled 
upon  to  make  any  order  as  to  costs. 


25th  March, 

Where  a  bond 
of  bottomry  if 
given  upon  the 
ship  tlooe,  and 
another  bond  if 
likeirifle  given 
upon  the  careo 
only,  demandf 


LA  CONSTANCLL 

TN  this  case  (reported  suprk,  p.  404)  the  Court 
decided  that  the  two  bonds  upon  die  ship  only 
should  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  exclu- 
sively, and  that  the  bond  upon  the  cargo  alone  should 
be  paid  first  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  fireight,  and 
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liese  should  be  insufficient  that  the  balance  should       ia46. 

made  good  out  of  the  cargo.     The  consignees  of ^^^^-^ 

cargo  brought  into  the  Registry  the  sum  of  conwancia. 
550,  part  of  the  value  of  the  cargo,  being  the  forpUouge. 

^  o    '  D  towage  aod  aet- 

l  amount  of  the  bond  upon  the  cargo.     They  were  mcn'a  wagM 
)  about  to  bring  in  the  amount  of  the  freight,  but,  ^Jdpront&oat 
the  instance  of  the  bondholders,  they  paid  out  of  it "[ Ihe  Sbwd 
sum  of  £554 :  75.  Id  to  answer  demands  for  pilot-  thefreighu 
J,  towage,  and  seamen's  wages.     The  question  was  tionofihebond- 
•ued  on  the  3rd  of  February,  whether  these  claims  ahip^odyTto 
wages,  pilotage,  and  towage,  should  fell  upon  the  ^Vi^**I^i^ 
ight  alone,  or  should  be  paid  pro  rata  out  of  the  om  of  **>«  p">- 
iceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight.     The  Court  having  freight  in  the 
en  time  to  consider  its  judgment,  the  case  now  rejeciS*™*' 
Qe  on  for  decision. 
In  arguing  the  case  it  was  submitted  by — 

Addams  for  the  consignees  of  the  cargo. — That  it 
8  the  settled  law  of  the  Court,  where  a  bond  was 
ren  upon  the  cargo,  that  the  ship  and  freight  must 
first  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  bond,  and  that 
jre  was  no  claim  against  the  owners  of  the  cargo 
til  these  funds  were  exhausted.  This  doctrine  had 
in  laid  down  by  Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  the 
mce  Regent,  and  had  been  specially  referred  to  and 
held  by  the  Court  in  delivering  its  judgment  when 
5  case  was  last  before  the  Court.  That  by  its  last 
vision  the  Court  had  already  decided,  that  the  two 
ttds  upon  the  ship  must  look  for  payment  to  the 
Kseeds  of  the  ship  only,  and  that  the  freight  was  to 
istitute  the  primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  the 
ad  upon  the  cargo.  How  far  would  that  decision 
affected  by  granting  the  application  now  made  on 
lalf  of  the  bondholder  upon  the  ship  ?  Tlie  effect 
uld  be,  that  the  former  decision  of  the  Court  would 
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in  a  great  degree  be  rendered  nugatory,  because  instead 
of  the  whole  freight,  minus  its  quota  of  these  payments, 
going  to  the  relief  of  the  cargo  by  a  strict  appropria- 
tion of  the  proceeds  to  the  bond  upon  the  cargo,  a  great 
portion  would  be  exhausted  in  favour  of  the  bonds 
upon  the  ship.  The  practical  result,  therefore,  would 
be  a  partial  reversal  of  the  former  sentence  of  the  Court 
Relief  would  be  given  to  the  bondholder  upon  the 
ship  instead  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo,  and  this,  too, 
at  the  expense  and  out  of  the  pocket  of  the  owner 
of  the  cargo.  That  such  an  appropriation  of  the  pro- 
ceeds would  be  contrary  to  all  principles  of  law  or 
equity.  By  the  law  of  the  Court  the  ship  and  freight 
were  rateably  liable  for  the  debts  and  expenses  which 
had  been  incurred  in  the  present  instance.  This  had 
been  laid  down  and  acted  upon  by  the  Court  in  the 
case  of  the  Dowthorpe,  (2  Rob.  jun.  p.  75,)  and  there 
was  nothing  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
application  was  made  that  could  take  the  case  out  of 
the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  in  the  case  of 
the  Dowthorpe. 


Haggard  for  the  holders  of  the  bonds  upon  the 
ship. — The  wages  of  the  mariners  constitute  the  larger 
portion  of  the  demands  which  have  been  paid  out  of 
the  freight  in  the  present  instance,  and  the  law  of 
this  Court  looks  to  the  freight  as  the  primary  fund 
for  the  payment  of  such  wages.  In  the  case  of  the 
Juliana,  2  Dodson,  p.  510,  the  doctrine  is  laid  down 
by  Lord  Stowell  in  these  words : — "  The  mariner  goes 
to  sea  upon  the  single  security  of  the  freight;  his 
labours  and  perils  have  nothing  else  to  trust  to;  if 
that  goes,  every  thing  goes ;  he  has  no  step-father,  if 
I  may  so  say,  in  the  character  of  insurer,  to  supply 
the  loss."     If  this  be  the  doctrine  of  the  Court  upon 
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;Iie  high  authority  of  Lord  Stowell,  it  is  clear  that        i846. 
be  demands  in  this  case  have  prima  facie  been  satis-    ^<^  ^^^g*- 
led  out  of  the  funds  which  could  be  most  appropri-    ^    ^ 

_  1  ^     n  1  T  1  1    •  COMTANCIA. 

Italy  employed  for  the  purpose.  Is  there  anythmg 
D  the  circumstances  of  the  case  to  induce  the  Court 
o  interfere  with  the  arrangement  by  which  these 
lemands  have  been  satisfied  ?  I  submit  there  is  not. 
)n  the  contrary,  a  strong  reason  may  be  drawn  in 
avour  of  the  arrangement  as  it  now  stands,  from  the 
XMisequences  which  must  fall  upon  the  bondholders 
ipon  the  ship  if  the  Court  should  accede  to  the  doc- 
Tine  laid  down  upon  the  other  side.  What  would  be 
he  eflfect?  Why,  that  the  holders  of  the  first  bond 
ipon  the  ship  must  inevitably  loose  the  whole  of  the 
money  they  have  advanced.  The  Court  exercises  an 
»)uitable  as  well  as  a  legal  jurisdiction  in  these  mat- 
tors,  and  it  would  surely  be  contrary  to  all  equity  that 
this  loss  should  be  entailed  upon  the  bondholder, 
irhen,  by  a  proper  marshalling  of  the  assets,  such  a 
result  might  be  avoided. 

Judgment. — Dr.  LtLshington. 
The  learned  judge  having  adverted  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  and  having  restated  the  law  with 
leBpect  to  the  bond  upon  the  cai^o  only,  to  the  efiect 
laid  down  in  his  former  judgment,  (vide  supra,  page 
405,)  proceeded  to  observe : — In  the  existing  state  of 
things  I  have  been  compelled  to  go  through  these 
details  in  order  that  I  might  show  the  true  principle 
of  applying  the  proceeds,  otherwise  I  could  not  say 
IB  what  way  the  charges  on  the  funds  should  be  de- 
fityed.  I  now  come  to  the  real  question,  viz.  out  of 
iriiat  fund  are  the  wages,  pilotage,  and  towage  to  be 
foid  ?  I  am  asked  to  decree  that  these  charges  should 
le  defrayed  out  of  the  freight  solely.     Why  ?     For 
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what  reason  should  I  hold  the  ship  exempted  ?    The 
ship  prima  facie  is  as  much  benefited  by  the  services 
of  the  pilot  and  seamen  as  the  freight.     But  I  am 
desired  so  to  exempt  the  ship,  and  to  charge  the 
freight  exclusively,  that  I  may  rescue  the  holder  of 
the  first  bond  upon  the  ship  fit)m  a  total  loss  of  the 
money  which  he  has  advanced ;  and  the  holder  of  the 
second  bond  from  a  partial  loss  of  his  advances.   I 
should  be  very  desirous  that  this  might  be  done,  if  it 
could  be  done  with  justice  to  other  parties ;  but  what 
will  be  the  consequence  if  I  accede  to  the  prayer  of 
these  bondholders?    Why  the  owner  of  the  cargo 
must  be  the  sufferer.     I  cannot  relieve  the  former 
without  taking  from  the  latter.     The  owner  of  the 
cargo  can  never  be  affected  by  any  bond  of  bottomiy 
until  the  ship  and  freight  are  exhausted,  and  he  ought 
never  to  be  made  liable  for  wages,  pilotage,  and  towage 
directly.     This  I  am  called  upon  to  do  indirectly  in 
the  present  instance,  by  making  the  decree  as  prayed 
for.     I  know  of  no  principle  of  equity  that  wouM 
justify  me  in  making  such  a  decree.     If  the  interests 
of  the  bondholders  were  alone  concerned,  and  the 
ship,  freight  and  cargo  belonged  to  one  individual, 
some  such  principle  might  possibly  be  found,  and  I 
might  make  him  who  had  a  treble  security  upon  ship, 
freight,  and  cargo,  resort  to  the  cargo,  in  order  that 
others  who  had  a  security  upon  one,  viz.  the  ship  only, 
might  be  paid.     That  is  not  the  state  of  the  case  heie. 
The  intermediate  bond  is  on  the  cai^o  alone.    The 
peculiar  interest  of  the  owner  of  the  cargo  intervenes, 
and  that  interest  I  am  bound  to  protect.     His  intere^ 
is,  that  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and  freight  should  be 
rateably  applied  to  the  discharge  of  liens  which  legsiHj 
fall  upon  them  in  the  first  instance :  next,  that  the 
two  bonds  upon  the  ship  should  be  paid  out  of  the 
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laining  proceeds  of  the  ship,  and  then  all  other 
nands  which  may  stand  in  pari  conditions  The 
ult  then  is,  that  £554 :  Is.  Irf.,  the  amount  of  the 
ges,  pilotage,  and  towage,  must  first  be  paid  rate- 
y  out  of  the  gross  freight  (£794  :  2s.)  and  the  pro- 
ds of  the  ship  (£499 :  2^.  ^d.) ;  the  effect  will  be 
it  £285 :  \s.  2d.  will  be  left  to  pay  the  bond  of  the 
I  of  April,  and  £453 :  35.  lOrf.,  the  balance  of  the 
ight,  to  pay  the  bond  on  the  cargo  before  the  cargo 
•esorted  to. 


1846. 
25lA  March. 

La 
constawcxa. 


Before  this  judgment  was  delivered  an  application 
s  made  by  Dr.  JenneVy  on  behalf  of  the  owners  or 
isignees  of  the  silver  which  had  been  sold  at  Bahia, 
iming  to  be  repaid  in  preference  to  the  bondholders 
any  other  creditors  the  amount  of  the  silver  which 
d  been  sold.  The  learned  judge,  after  intimating 
opinion  that  the  claim  in  question  was  more  pro- 
rly  a  question  of  average,  directed  the  matter  to 
nd  over  for  further  argument,  stating  that  he  would 
t  order  the  proceeds  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Registry 
til  the  prayer  had  been  argued  and  considered. 


THE  OCEAN.     Ward. 

N  this  case,  reported  suprk,  page  429,  two  bonds 
of  bottomry  were  referred  generally  to  the  Re- 
5trar  and  merchants  to  report  thereon. 
Upon  the  11th  of  March  the  Registrar  and  mer- 
ants  reported,  that  upon  the  two  bonds  in  question 
ere  was  due  to  Mr.  Hall,  the  bondholder,  the  sum 
£629 :  135.  7rf.,  together  with  interest  at  4  per 
Qt.  from  the  26th  of  July,  1844,  when  the  bonds 
came  due,  until  payment  thereof     In  this  report 


28lA  May. 

ObjectioD  to  the 
report  of  tbe 
Regiatrar  and 
merchftDts  ia 
a  cause  of  bot* 
tomqr  in  part 
austained. 

Where  the 
bondholder  had 
bought  up  the 
debts  of  certain 
creditors  upon 
the  ahip,  at  a 
diacount  of  £50 
per  cent.)  tbe 
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bondholder  not 
at  liberty  to 
convert  tbem 
into  a  liea  upon 
the  ship,  by  re- 
payioff  himtelf 
oat  of  moniea 
aJvaoced  by 
him  upon  bot- 
tomry. 

Allowance  of 
the  Regiitrar 
and  merchaoU, 
that  aoch  debu 
ahonld  be  in- 
dnded  in  the 
bond  and  the 
amoant  of  the 
lams  actually 
paid  for  them, 
overruled,  and 
the  claim  di- 
rected to  be 
•truck  ouL 


the  Registrar  and  merchants  allowed  Mr.  Hall  the 
debts  which  he  had  purchased  of  the  ship's  creditors 
at  Sydney,  to  the  amount  of  the  sums  which  he  had 
actually  paid ;  they  also  allowed  the  maritime  inte- 
rest at  35  per  cent.,  together  with  the  10  per  cent 
commission  charged  upon  the  receipts  and  disburse- 
ments of  the  vessel  on  the  homeward  voyage. 

This  report  was  objected  to  on  behalf  of  the  mort- 
gagee, and  the  objections  were  argued  by 

Harding  for  the  mortgagee. 

Addams  and  Rohinsonj  contrk. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushingtan. 
When  this  case  was  last  before  the  Court  I  ex- 
pressed my  opinion  that  the  entire  case  was  surrounded 
with  circumstances  of  very  great  suspicion.  I  there- 
fore adopted  the  course  of  referring  to  the  Registrar 
and  merchants  the  whole  of  the  accoimts,  in  order 
that  they  might  investigate  and  ascertain  what  were 
the  real  sums  advanced  by  Mr.  Hall,  what  the  pay- 
ments he  had  made,  and  what  balance  was  due  to 
Mr.  Hall,  upon  which  a  bond  of  bottomry  could 
legally  be  taken.  It  is  obvious  that  in  all  questions 
of  this  kind  this  mode  of  referring  the  accounts  for 
investigation  is  of  great  importance  in  informing  the 
ultimate  judgment  of  the  Court,  more  especially  as 
regards  the  question  of  costs.  Suppose,  for  instance, 
a  very  considerable  sum  is  claimed  under  the  bond  in 
issue,  and  that  claim  is,  after  a  long  litigation,  cot 
down  and  reduced  to  a  very  small  amount  In  such 
a  case  the  bondholder,  I  apprehend,  would  have  no 
right  to  demand  at  the  hands  of  the  Court  the  costs 
of  that  litigation,  which  was  occasioned  by  the  great- 
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ness  of  his  overcharge.    Again,  the  inyestigBticai  is       ia46. 

of  importance  in  another  point  of  view,  viz.  that  the  ?^ 

Registrar  and  merchants,  by  their  experience  in  mer-    Thi0c»am. 
cantile  matters,  might  elicit  and  detect  a  multitude  of 
errors,  and,  in  some  cases,  even  a  falsification  in  the 
charges,  proving  that  a  system  of  fraud  has  been  pur- 
sued by  the  asserted  bondholder  in  his  dealings  with 
the  vessel ;  in  which  case  the  Court  would  not  pro- 
nounce for  a  single  sixpence.     In  the  present  instance 
the  Registrar  and  merchants  have  made  their  report 
in  the  usual  form,  and  their  report  having  been  ob- 
jected to  by  the  mortgagee  of  the  vessel,  I  have  now 
to  consider  the  effect  of  the  objections  which  have 
been  raised.     The  first  and  most  important  question 
is,  whether  Mr.  Hall,  having  purchased,  at  less  than 
their  real  amount,  certain  debts  contracted  for  the  ser- 
vice of  the  ship,  is  entitled  to  recover  under  the  bond 
executed  at  Sydney  the  sums  of  money  which  he  ac- 
tually did  pay  to  the  creditors  on  account  of  such 
debts.     It  has  not  been  contended  upon  the  present 
occasion,  that  Mr.  Hall  is  entitled  to  the  whole  nomi- 
nal amount  of  these  debts :  his  claim  is  now  limited 
to  the  sums  actually  paid  by  him  to  the  creditors  in 
consideration   of  the  transfer  of  their  debts.     The 
question  then  arises  whether,  in  point  of  law,  the 
transfer  of  such  debts  by  the  original  creditors  con- 
veyed to  Mr.  Hall  any  power  to  convert  them  into  a 
lien  upon  the  ship  itself,  by  repajdng  himself  the 
amount  out  of  monies  advanced  by  him   upon  a 
bond  of  bottomry.     I  well  recollect  the  observations 
which  I  made  upon  this  point  when  the  case  was  last 
before  me ;  and  in  making  those  observations  I  had 
in  view  the  case  of  the  Augusta,  decided  by  Lord 
Stowell,  and  reported  in  the  4th  volume  of  Dodson's 
Reports,  p.  283.     Looking  to  the  principle  laid  down 
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i84«.  by  the  very  eminent  judge  who  decided  that  case,  I 
^^  ^'^'  have  no  hesitation  in  saying,  that  Mr.  Hall  was  not 
ThiOcban.  ^^  liberty  to  make  any  such  conversion.  It  has  been 
said  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  if  a  person  may 
advance  money  upon  bottomry  for  the  payment  of 
debts  due  to  other  creditors,  why  may  he  not  do  so 
with  regard  to  his  own  claims  against  the  vessel? 
The  reason  is  obvious,  viz.  that  it  would  lead  to  a 
course  of  dealing  with  the  vessel  which  would  open 
a  door  to  every  description  of  fraud,  and  would,  more- 
over, be  subversive  of  the  foundation  upon  which  the 
law  of  bottomry  is  based.  Another  observation  was 
also  thrown  out  in  the  argument, — ^that  in  preventing 
Mr.  Hall  from  including  the  debts  of  the  origind 
creditors  amongst  the  allowed  items  in  the  bond,  the 
Court  was  straining  against  him  the  principle  laid 
down  in  the  Augusta  to  an  extent  that  is  contrary  to 
the  course  of  justice  and  equity :  I  cannot  admit  the 
truth  or  propriety  of  such  an  argument.  In  pur- 
chasing the  debts  Mr.  Hall  put  himself  into  the  place 
of  the  original  creditors ;  and  his  right  to  reco?er 
those  debts  must  be  the  same  as  was  possessed  by  the 
creditors  themselves,  viz.  by  a  proceeding  against  the 
owners  or  the  person  who  contracted  the  debts  on 
personal  credit  originally.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  I  must  refer  back  the  report  to  the  Registrar 
and  merchants  to  have  these  items  struck  out  alto- 
gether. The  next  objection  which  has  been  taken  is, 
that  the  Registrar's  report  is  not  ^uflBiciently  specific 
as  to  the  reasonableness  of  the  10  per  cent  charged 
for  commission  upon  the  receipts  and  disbursements 
of  the  vessel  on  her  homeward  voyage.  This  objec- 
tion may,  I  think,  be  very  shortly  disposed  of  by  the 
simple  answer,  that  the  report  is  made  in  the  usual 
form,  and  that  it  is  not  the  general  course  for  the  Re- 
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gistrar  and  merchants  to  specify  that  such  a  claim  is       i846. 
reasonable  or  just:  they  allow  the  claim  generally,     ^^* ^"^^ 
thereby  expressing  by  implication  that  they  have  de-    ^"*  Ocbaw. 
liberated  upon  the  claim,  and  have  satisfied  them- 
selves that  it  is  not  unreasonable.      The  objection 
upon  this  part  of  the  report  must  be  overruled. 

I  have  now  to  consider,  in  conclusion,  the  general 
validity  of  the  bonds  in  question.  With  respect  to 
the  larger  and  primary  bond  executed  at  Sydney,  I 
think  that  I  am  bound  to  pronounce  for  its  validity ; 
at  the  same  time  I  cannot  express  my  opinion  in  too 
strong  terms  as  to  the  difficulties  that  Mr.  Hall  has 
thrown  in  the  way  of  his  own  case.  When  I  look  at 
the  letters  written  by  Mr.  Hall  in  Mr.  Rostrom's 
name  after  the  bankruptcy  of  Mr.  Rostrom,  and  when 
I  consider  the  species  of  veil  that  has  been  thrown 
over  the  whole  transaction,  I  am  satisfied  in  my  own 
mind,  that  the  opposition  which  has  been  offered  in 
these  proceedings  has  been  fully  justified ;  and  that 
those  interested  in  the  ship  did  perfectly  right  in  re- 
quiring that  the  justice  and  truth  of  the  bonds  in 
issue  should  be  thoroughly  sifted  in  this  Court.  With 
respect  to  the  bond  executed  at  Pemambuco,  I  con- 
fess that  I  at  first  felt  much  more  difficulty;  and 
the  difficulty  which  pressed  upon  me  was  this,  not 
that  Mr.  Hall  was  indebted  to  the  ship  to  the  amount 
of  £45,  his  passage  money  from  Sydney,  but  that 
whilst  the  vessel  was  at  Pemambuco  he  had  in  his 
possession  on  account  of  the  ship  bills  for  £240,  said 
by  the  Registrar  to  be  good  bills,  drawn  upon  parties 
in  London.  These  bills,  I  naturally  conceived,  might 
have  been  negotiable  at  Pemambuco  to  the  full  ex- 
tent of  the  ship's  necessities ;  and  if  so,  it  is  clear  that 
I  should  not  have  been  at  liberty  to  pronounce  for 
the  validity  of  this  bond.     I  am  now  informed  that 


Tbb  OCKIV. 


470  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

UML  these  bills,  not  having  been  accepted,  were  not  nego- 
^^*^^'  tiable  at  Pemambuco :  this  tuct  of  course  alters  my 
view  of  the  case,  and  removes  the  difficulty.  I  do 
not  think  the  doubtful  circumstance,  as  to  whether 
Mr.  Hall  ought  to  have  paid  his  passage  money  prior 
to  the  sailing  of  the  vessel  from  Sydney,  is  sufficient 
to  operate  against  this  bond. 

I  therefore  pronounce  for  both  the  bonds,  subject 
to  the  deductions  to  which  I  have  referred.  With 
respect  to  the  costs,  after  much  deliberation  upon  the 
subject,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  is  my 
duty  to  give  costs  on  neither  side :  I  make  no  order 
as  to  costs. 


}Oth  Junt. 

A  claim  of  sal- 
vage ael 
a  steam 


THE  DUKE  OF  MANCHESTER.     Murray. 

T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  the 
a  steam  tag  <&-  owuers,  master  and  crew  of  the  steam  tug  the 

Sieged  "ivora*  Copelaud,  for  alleged  services  rendered  to  this  vessel 
the°t^u^ftbc  ^  S^^^^^S  h^^  ^ff  *^^  Goodwin  Sand,  and  towing 
proceediogs,  her  up  to  Loudou  upou  the  17th  December  last. 
UwTbjrXh^'*  Two  other  actions  were  also  entered  for  salvage 
they  haTran"*^^  scrvices  arising  out  of  the  same  transaction ;  the  one 
the  vessel  into    ^^s  entered  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  masters  and 

difficulty  and  ' 

danger,  by        crcws  of  the  luggcr  Vampire  and  the  galley  Triumph 
aground  upoQ     of  Deal;  the  other  on  behalf  of  the  owners,  masters 
Fiaul'"^'^^**     and  crews  of  the  luggers  United  Friends  and  Friends 
Goodwill  of  Ramsgate. 

The  acts  on  petition  of  the  several  salvors,  in 
substance  pleaded,  "  that  the  vessel  was  discovered 
about  4  o'clock  p.m.  of  the  13th  December  aground 
upon  the  Goodwin  Sand;  whereupon  the  Triumph 
and  the  Vampire,  having  put  off  to  her  assistance, 
their  services  were  accepted,  and  the  Triumph  was 


Thi  Dull  or 
Mancbsstir. 
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despatched  by  the  master  to  Ramsgate  to  procure  the  i846. 
aid  of  a  steamer.  That  the  Copeland,  then  lying  at  ^^  ^^^' 
anchor  in  Ramsgate  Hole,  immediately  went  off,  and 
at  half  past  9  p.m.  came  up  with  the  Duke  of  Man- 
chester, and  found  her  at  such  time  stranded  mid  way 
between  the  Gull  Light  Vessel  and  the  North  Sand 
Head,  with  her  best  bower  anchor  and  chain  cable 
out,  and  thumping  and  striking  heavily  upon  the 
sand.  That  with  great  difficulty  and  exertion,  and  at 
the  imminent  risk  of  life  and  property,  the  master  of 
the  steamer  succeeded  in  gradually  dragging  the 
vessel  off  the  sand,  and  sheering  her  head  round  into 
deep  water,  when  he  took  her  in  tow,  and  was  pro- 
ceeding to  tow  her  into  the  Downs;  but  in  conse- 
quence of  the  damaged  condition  of  the  rudder  the 
Duke  of  Manchester  would  not  answer  her  helm,  and 
in  her  progress  to  the  Downs  steered  on  towards  the 
shore,  and  again  took  the  ground  upon  the  Sandwich 
Flats,  where  she  continued  fixed  until  about  12  a.m. 
of  the  15th  of  December.  That  during  the  interval 
every  exertion  was  made  by  the  several  salvors  for  the 
safety  and  preservation  of  the  vessel,  and  about  noon 
of  the  15th  the  ship,  having  been  lightened  of  a  large 
portion  of  her  cargo  by  the  crews  of  the  several  boats, 
she  was  hauled  off  the  sand  by  the  Copeland,  and 
towed  in  safety  into  the  Downs.  That  on  the  follow- 
ing day  she  was  towed  to  Southend,  where  she 
anchored  for  the  night,  and  upon  the  17th  she  was 
brought  into  the  West  India  Docks,  where  she  arrived 
at  about  half  past  2  p.m." 

The  answer  given  in  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
Duke  of  Manchester  in  substance  alleged : — That  the 
services  of  the  smaller  boats  were  confined  to  the 
mere  lightening  of  the  ship,  and  conveying  on  shore 
the  portions  of  the  cargo  taken  out  of  the  vessel,  and 
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1846.  that  at  the  time  their  services  were  engaged  the  boat- 
}Oih  jun$.  jj^gjj  ^g^  expressly  told  that  they  were  not  to  be 
liAvmnm  ^^P^^yed  as  salvors,  but  were  to  be  paid  pro  opere  et 
labore.  That  the  Duke  of  Manchester  was  extricated 
from  the  Gtoodwin  Sand,  not  by  the  exertion  of  the 
steamer,  but  by  the  influence  of  the  tide.  That  the 
vessel  whilst  upon  the  sand  was  in  no  danger  of  being 
lost,  and  that  no  risk  of  loss  of  life  or  property  was 
incurred  by  the  master  and  crew  of  the  CopelancL 
That  when  she  got  off  the  Goodwin  Sand  the  Duke 
of  Manchester  had  sustained  no  damage,  and  that  her 
subsequent  injuries  were  occasioned  by  the  gross  neg- 
ligence and  misconduct  of  the  steamer  in  towing  her 
out  of  her  proper  course  to  the  Do¥m8,  and  running 
her  aground  on  the  Sandwich  Flats.  That  by  reason 
of  the  premises  the  owners  were  entitled  to  be  dis- 
missed from  further  observance  of  justice  in  the  suit 
The  case  was  argued  by 

Addams  and  Bayford  for  the  Copeland. 

Phillimore  and  Jenner  for  the  Triumph. 

Haggard  and  Robinson  for  the  United  Friends  and 
Friends  Goodwill. 

Queen* s  Advocate  and  Harding  for  the  owners. 

The  Court  was  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lmhington. 

Gentlemen, — The  part  of  this  case  upon  which  I 

shall  have  to  request  the  benefit  of  your  opinion  is 

confined  to  the  claim  which  is  set  up  by  the  owners 

and  crew  of  the  Copeland.     With  respect  to  the 
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mailer  vessels,  their  claims  involve  no  question  of       1846. 

lautieal  skill,  risk,  or  d^ger  beyond  such  as  the '^—^ 

>)urt  is  in  the  daily  habit  of  deciding  by  its  own  un-  ^^TJ'motww. 
.ssisted  judgment.  You  will  therefore  dismiss  the 
mailer  vessels  entirely  from  your  consideration.  The 
ase  of  the  Copeland  embraces  two  distinct  questions : 
st.  What  were  the  services  she  performed  whilst  the 
)uke  of  Manchester  was  upon  the  Goodwin  Sand, 
ind  how  far  those  services  were  essential  to  the  getting 
ler  off?  2ndly,  What  was  done  by  her  at  a  subse- 
|uent  period  in  attempting  to  conduct  her  into  the 
Oowns  ?  The  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Copeland 
8,  that  the  Duke  of  Manchester,  having  got  upon  the 
jroodwin  Sand  during  the  afternoon  of  the  13th  De- 
jember,  the  master  despatched  a  small  vessel  to  crave 
lie  assistance  of  a  steamer,  and  the  Copeland  in  con- 
sequence of  that  summons  went  to  her  assistance. 
Let  us  consider,  in  the  first  instance,  what  was  the 
legree  of  danger  in  which  the  Duke  of  Manchester 
Fas  placed,  what  were  the  measures  pursued  by  the 
[Jopeland,  and  whether  those  measures  were  successful 
n  getting  the  vessel  off  the  sand,  or  whether  she  ulti- 
mately came  off  by  the  flowing  of  the  tide.  I  will 
iiere  refer  you  to  the  affidavit  of  Richard  Sheresby, 
the  master  of  the  Copeland,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  this 
division  of  the  subject.  He  states,  "  that  he  directed 
the  steam  tug  to  be  steered  in  different  directions  to 
endeavour  to  find  the  said  vessel  (the  tug's  crew 
feeling  the  way  with  the  lead),  when,  about  half  past 
9  p.m.,  a  light  was  descried  at  a  short  distance  from 
the  tug ;  whereupon  the  Copeland  was  steered  towards 
it,  and,  on  approaching  near  thereto,  it  was  found  to 
proceed  from  some  lighted  coals  hanging  over  the 
side  of  the  Duke  of  Manchester,  and  it  was  then 
iscertained  that  the  said  vessel  had  gone  on  the  sand 
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1846.       midway  between  the  Gull  light  Vessel  and  the  North 
Sand  Head,  and  was  at  such  time  there  stranded,  with 


MakchmtwL  her  best  bower  anchor  and  chain  cable  out,  and  which 
had  been  let  go  on  the  edge  of  the  sand  on  her  fiist 
striking  thereon,  and  that  the  said  vessel  w^s  more- 
over striking  and  thumping  heavily  on  the  sand  by 
reason  of  the  heavy  sea  then  running."  He  then 
goes  on  to  say,  ^^  that  in  the  course  of  about  half  an 
hour,  and  after  great  difficulty  and  many  ineffectual 
attempts,  the  Copeland  was  placed  in  such  a  position 
to  windward  of  Uie  Duke  of  Manchester  that  a  line 
was  hove  on  board,  whereby  two  hawsers,  one  six 
inch  and  the  other  seven  inch,  were  passed  fix»m  the 
Duke  of  Manchester  to  the  Copeland ;  that  the  said 
hawsers  were  made  fast  to  the  towing  hooks  on  board 
the  Copeland ;  and  (I  now  come  to  an  averment  to 
which  I  must  invite  your  very  particular  attention) 
that  during  this  operation  the  steam  tug  pitched  in 
such  a  frightful  manner  that  the  lives  of  all  on  board 
her  were  exposed  to  the  most  imminent  danger. 

Now,  gentlemen,  I  do  not  mean  to  detain  you  by 
reciting  from  this  affidavit  all  the  details  which  follow 
this  averment,  as  to  the  repeated  breaking  of  the 
hawsers,  or  the  various  attempts  that  were  made  to 
drag  the  vessel  off  the  sand.  I  must,  however,  again 
direct  your  particular  attention  to  another  averment, 
with  which  the  affidavit  of  this  witness  concludes ;  it 
is  in  these  words : — ^'  he  lastly  made  oath,  that,  had  it 
not  have  been  for  the  services  of  the  Copeland,  the 
Duke  of  Manchester,  with  her  cargo,  must  have  been 
inevitably  lost ;  and  that  the  steamer  herself,  as  also 
the  lives  of  the  deponent  and  the  rest  of  the  crew  on 
board  thereof,  were  exposed  to  the  greatest  and  most 
imminent  danger  in  rendering  the  services  aforesaid, 
inasmuch  as  if  the  steam  tug  Copeland  had  touched 
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the  sand  she  must  have  gone  to  pieces  by  reason  of       1846." 
he  ereat  weight  of  her  machinery,  and  probably  _L! — l!^!!l- 
.ery^ul  oo  Lrd  would  have  peShed."  --^ 

I  need  not  point  out  to  you,  gentlemen,  that  the  two 
nain  ingredients  in  all  salvage  services  are,  1st,  the 
langer  to  which  the  property  is  exposed ;  2ndly,  the 
langer  encountered  by  the  salvors  in  the  rescue  of 
hat  property.  Upon  these  two  particulars  depends 
he  measure  of  the  compensation  to  be  awarded.  If 
hen,  in  answer  to  certain  questions  which  I  am  about 
to  put,  you  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  Duke  of 
Manchester,  whilst  upon  the  sand,  was,  according  to 
the  statement  of  the  witness,  in  imminent  danger  of 
being  lost,  the  first  ingredient  will  be  established.  The 
second  ingredient  will  depend  upon  your  further  judg- 
ment, whether  the  services  of  the  Copeland  were  such 
as  are  described,  and  whether  they  were  attended  by 
4at  degree  of  risk  and  peril  which  is  most  explicitly 
averred  in  this  affidavit.  You  have  all  the  evidence 
before  you,  and  you  have  not  only  carefiiUy  read  that 
evidence  yourselves,  but  have  heard  it  very  elaborately 
discussed  by  the  learned  counsel  who  have  argued  the 
iase.  You  are  consequently  well  aware  of  the  con- 
Tadictions  which  exist  in  the  respective  statements  on 
he  one  side  and  on  the  other.  I  shall  therefore 
eave  this  part  of  the  case  to  your  decision,  by  pro- 
Hmng  to  you  the  following  questions: — First,  was 
he  Duke  of  Manchester,  whilst  she  remained  upon 
he  Goodwin  Sand,  in  imminent  danger  of  being 
ost  ?  Secondly,  were  the  measures  pursued  by  the 
Copeland  to  get  her  off  the  sand  the  proper  measures 
o  be  adopted  ?  Thirdly,  was  the  vessel  actually  got 
>ff  the  sand  by  means  of  these  measures  ?  Fourthly, 
¥BS  the  service  performed  by  the  Copeland  attended 
with  any  great  degree  of  danger  to  that  vessel  and 
ler  crew  ? 
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1846.  I  have  framed  these  questions  with  the  view  of  em- 

!*!!:«  bracing  all  the  points  which  can  be  properly  sub- 

Man oiMTO^  mitted  to  you  upon  this  part  of  the  case.  I  have 
framed  them  after  much  consideration  upon  the  sub- 
ject ;  and  although  I  shall  not  put  it  to  you  to  con- 
sider what  is  the  amount  of  the  remuneration  to  be 
allotted,  I  need  scarcely  say,  that  in  fixing  that  remu- 
neration my  final  awajrd  will  be  most  materially  in- 
fluenced by  the  result  of  the  answers  which  you  shall 
return  upon  these  several  points.  I  should,  I  confess, 
feel  very  considerably  relieved  if  the  case  terminated 
here ;  but  I  regret  to  say  there  remains  another  ques- 
tion to  be  considered,  involving  much  greater  diffi- 
culty and  much  graver  consequences  to  the  parties 
who  are  interested  in  this  case,  viz.  what  was  done  at 
a  subsequent  period  in  attempting  to  conduct  this 
vessel  into  the  Downs  ?  It  appears  that  after  the  ves- 
sel was  got  off  the  Goodwin  Sand,  whether  she  was 
got  off  by  the  aid  of  the  steamer  or  whether  she 
floated  off  with  the  tide  it  remains  to  be  shown,  the 
steamer  was  directed  to  take  her  in  tow  towards  the 
Downs ;  that  she  proceeded  to  tow  her  in  accordance 
with  this  direction,  and  that  the  Duke  of  Manchester 
was  again  run  aground  upon  the  Sandwich  Rats, 
Now  it  strikes  me,  subject  to  your  better  judgment, 
that  the  course  to  the  Downs  must  have  been  so  well 
known  to  all  the  persons  on  board  the  Duke  of  Man- 
chester, and  to  the  persons  on  board  the  steamer  and 
the  smaller  vessels  which  attended  her,  that  it  is  almost 
impossible  to  suppose  the  vessel  would  have  taken  a 
directly  different  course  and  gone  upon  the  Sandwich 
Flats,  unless  from  the  extraordinary  state  of  the  wea- 
ther, or  from  the  damaged  condition  of  the  vessel,  or 
from  the  fault  of  the  steamer  or  of  the  pilot  on  board 
the  Duke  of  Manchester:  I  mean  to  say  that  it  could 
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)t  have  been  purely  accidental.     It  will  be  for  you        1846. 

determine  hereafter  to  which  of  these  causes  the  ^^^^  '^""*' 
cond  grounding  of  the  Duke  of  Manchester  upon  m"  ?h«tm. 
le  Sandwich  Flats  is  to  be  attributed ;  but  before  I 
x)po8e  to  you  the  questions  which  I  intend  to  put,  I 
ust  first  state  very  briefly  two  propositions  of  law 
hich,  it  appears  to  me,  are  immediately  connected 
Lth  the  consideration  of  this  part  of  the  case. 

In  the  first  place  it  is,  I  apprehend,  an  undoubted 
-oposition,  that  salvors  may  be  curtailed  or  even 
jprived  altogether  of  their  salvage  remuneration 
trough  error,  misconduct,  or  want  of  skill  and  capa- 
ty  in  the  performance  of  a  salvage  service.  Even 
here  essential  services  have  been  rendered  to  a  vessel, 
le  subsequent  misconduct  of  the  salvor  may  not  only 
minish  the  amount  of  his  reward,  but  his  entire 
aim  may  be  forfeited.  This  doctrine  was  distinctly 
id  down  by  Lord  Stowell  in  the  case  of  the  Medina, 
hich  was  cited  by  the  Queen's  Advocate;  and  in  the 
ise  of  the  Neptune  (a),  which  came  before  me,  and 
[  which  I  was  assisted  by  two  gentlemen  of  the  Tri- 
Ity  Board,  I  myself  acted  upon  this  doctrine,  and 
3clined  to  give  any  salvage  at  all,  the  Trinity  Mas- 
rs  having  pronounced  that  the  asserted  salvors  had 
5en  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  if  not  of  wilful  care- 
ssnesB,  in  allowing  the  anchor  to  be  let  go,  and  in 
»eping  the  course  of  the  ship  to  the  north  when  they 
iould  have  gone  to  the  south. 

I  will  now  state  another  proposition  of  law  which 
18  a  most  important  bearing  upon  the  present  con- 
deration,  and  I  will  state  it  clearly,  that  if  I  am 
Tong  my  statement  may  be  examined  elsewhere  and 
irrected, — that  proposition  is,  that  where  a  steamer, 
\  in  the  present  instance,  is  towing  a  vessel  with  a 

(a)  1  Rob.  jun.  297. 
VOL.  II.  K  K 
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'  1846.       licensed  pilot  on  board,  the  steamer  is  not  relieved 
loth  June.     ^^^  ^j^^  responsibility  of  watching  the  course  which 


The  Duke  or  t^g  licensed  pUot  Dursucs.  If  shc  finds  to  a  certainty 
that  the  course  pursued  by  the  pilot  will  lead  the  ves- 
sel into  danger  and  destruction,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
steamer  to  make  the  circumstance  knovm  to  the  mas- 
ter of  the  vessel,  that  he  may  take  such  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case; 
it  is  not  for  the  steamer  to  maintain  a  sulky  silence 
and  make  herself  instrumental  in  the  destruction  of 
life  and  property.  It  is  the  more  necessary  that  this 
proposition  should  be  clearly  defiAed  and  distinctly 
understood  in  the  present  instance,  because  it  has 
been  contended  in  the  argument,  that  the  Duke  of 
Manchester  being  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot,  the 
only  duty  of  the  steamer  was  to  follow  up  the  course 
which  the  pilot  directed ;  that  she  had  nothing  to  do 
with  that  course,  whether  it  was  right  or  wrong,  and 
was  not  bound  to  interfere  to  prevent  the  consequence 
of  steering  in  a  wrong  direction. 

In  support  of  this  argument  the  case  of  the  Duke 
of  Sussex  was  cited ;  and  I  must  now  refer  to  that 
case  in  order  to  point  out  not  only  to  you,  but  to  the 
learned  counsel  and  the  practitioners  in  this  Court, 
what  were  the  principles  laid  down  by  me  in  that  case, 
and  how  for  they  are  applicable  in  the  present  instance. 
The  action  in  that  case  was  brought  on  behalf  of  her 
Majesty,  in  her  office  of  Admiralty,  against  a  steam- 
vessel  which  had  a  merchant  vessel  in  tow,  that  ves- 
sel being  at  the  time  in  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot. 
In  rounding  Cookham  Point  in  the  river  Medway, 
the  merchant  vessel  came  into  collision  vnth  the  Tha- 
lia, which  was  lying  at  anchor,  and  the  Crown  pro- 
ceeded against  the  steamer  as  the  party  to  blame. 
The  defence  of  the  steamer  was  two-fold : — 1st.  That 
the  collision  was  accidental ;    2ndly.  That  a  licensed 
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lot  was  on  board  the  merchant  vessel,  and  that  the        i846. 

induct  of  the  steamer  was  under  his  immediate  di ^ — ^^^ 

ction  and  control.     In  delivering  my  judgment  I    m"^II,2wtib. 

:pres6ed  my  opinion  in  these  words : — "  In  point  of 

w,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  responsibility  for  the 

le  navigation  of  the  Chieftain  did  not  rest  with  the 

earner  proceeded  against,  but  with  the  pilot  who 

as  in  charge  of  the  Chieftain."     After  stating  my 

asons  for  this  opinion,  which  it  is  unnecessary  for 

e  here  to  repeat  in  detail,  in  conclusion  of  my  judg- 

ent  I  expressed  myself  in  these  words : — "  If  it 

lould  appear  that  there  has  been  no  error  or  negli- 

mce  on  board  the  steamer,  and  that  the  orders  of  the 

lot  were  properly  executed,  I  must  hold  the  owners 

Lonerated  from  the  consequences  of  the  accident/' 

he  two  gentlemen  from  the  Trinity  House,  by  whom 

was  agsisted,  pronounced  that  there  was  no  default 

I  the  part  of  the  steamer:  I  consequently  decided 

favour  of  the  steamer,  and  dismissed  the  case.  But 
hat  was  the  main  and  real  ingredient  in  that  deci- 
on  ?  Why,  that  there  was  no  error  or  neglect  on 
le  part  of  the  steamer.  I  never  laid  down  the  doc- 
ine,  that  under  all  circumstances  it  was  the  duty 
•  the  steamer  not  to  interfere,  and  that  the  pilot 
as  the  only  person  upon  whom  the  responsibility 
sted. 

In  the  case  of  the  Diana  (in  which  case  my  judg- 
ent  was  confirmed  by  the  Judicial  Committee)  I 
stinctly  laid  down  the  contrary  principle.  In  that 
\ae  the  pilot  on  board  had  been  grossly  negligent  of 
is  duty,  and  the  master  and  mate  of  the  vessel  had 
iven  up  the  entire  management  of  the  vessel  to  the 
lot,  and  were  diverting  themselves  in  the  cabin  below 
hen  the  collision  occurred.  I  held  in  that  case,  that 
le  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  joint  misconduct  of 

kk'2 
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\Oihjl«i      *^^  p^otf  the  master  and  the  mate  of  the  Diana,  and 

-z — that  the  owners  were  responsible  for  such  misconduct. 

Makciiksikr.  It  IS,  I  conceive,  the  duty  of  the  master  to  observe 
the  conduct  of  the  pilot,  and  in  the  case  of  palpable 
incompetency,  whether  arising  from  intoxication  or 
ignorance  or  any  other  cause,  to  interpose  his  autho- 
rity for  the  preservation  of  the  property  of  his  em- 
ployers. In  such  a  case  the  vessel  and  lives  of  the 
crew  are  not  to  be  risked  because  there  is  a  law  which, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  imposes  the  responsi- 
bility upon  the  pilot.  So  in  the  case  of  a  steamer 
which  has  a  vessel  in  tow  with  a  licensed  pilot  on 
board,  if  the  master  of  that  steamer  sees  that  the 
pilot  is  incompetent  to  direct  the  course  of  the  vessel, 
is  he  blindly  to  follow  his  orders  and  allow  a  valua- 
ble property,  and  still  more  valuable  lives,  to  be  im- 
perilled ?  I  never  laid  down  such  a  proposition.  I 
now  come  to  the  questions  which  I  have  to  propose  for 
your  consideration  upon  the  latter  part  of  this  case. 
They  are  as  follow : — First,  Was  the  grounding  upon 
the  Sandwich  Flats  occasioned  by  the  state  of  the 
weather,  or  the  disabled  condition  of  the  Duke  of 
Manchester?  Secondly,  Could  this  stranding  have 
been  prevented  by  ordinary  skill  and  vigilance? 
Thirdly,  Was  there  on  the  part  of  the  Copeland  gross 
negligence  and  want  of  skill  ?  And,  lastly.  Did  she 
knowingly  allow  the  ship  to  run  into  danger  ?  The 
law  will  rest  with  me,  but  my  decision  will  depend 
upon  the  answers  which  I  receive  from  you.  I  think, 
therefore,  it  will  be  expedient  that  we  should  adjourn 
for  the  purpose  of  considering  these  points. 

The  learned  judge  having  consulted  with  the  Tri- 
nity Masters  in  the  Inner  Hall,  upon  resuming  his 
seat  proceeded  to  observe, — 

The  answers  of  the  Trinity  Masters  upon  the  ques- 
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ions  I  proposed  to  them  in  this  cause  are  to  this        i846. 


jffect :—  _  J?^:^'!_ 

1st*  We  do  not  think  the  Duke  of  Manchester  S!.'n?hmtir. 
v^hilst  upon  the  Goodwin  Sands  was  in  the  perilous 
ituation  described  by  the  owners  of  the  Copeland. 
5he  grounded  during  the  last  quarter  ebb,  and  never 
lad  less  than  ten  feet  of  water  alongside ;  provided 
herefore  she  remained  staunch  and  tight  there  was 
ivery  reasonable  prospect  that  the  next  tide  setting  to 
he  N.N.E.,  from  half-flood  to  half-ebb,  would  have 
arried  her  into  deep  water. 

The  second  and  third  questions  are  thus  answered 
ogether: — We  do  not  think  that  the  attempted 
operation  of  jerking  the  ship  off*  the  sand  was  cal- 
lulated  to  effect  any  other  result  than  that  which 
occurred,  viz.  the  repeated  breaking  of  the  hawsers ; 
ind  to  this  cause  must  be  ascribed  the  parting  of  the 
)uke  of  Manchester's  bower  chain.  Further,  it  does 
lot  appear  to  us  that  the  Copeland  had  hold  of  the 
Duke  of  Manchester  at  the  time  she  came  off  the 
and,  but  that  she  subsequently  took  her  in  tow. 
i^ourthly,  we  do  not  consider  that  the  Copeland  du- 
ing  the  operations  in  question  was  exposed  to  the 
langer  alleged  in  these  proceedings.  Upon  the 
econd  division  of  the  Copeland's  case,  the  questions 
v^hich  I  proposed  are  answered  in  these  words : — We 
hink  that  the  getting  on  the  Sandwich  Flats  was  not . 
occasioned  by  the  state  of  the  weather  or  the  disabled 
londition  of  the  ship.  We  are  decidedly  of  opinion, 
hat  the  stranding  of  the  vessel  might  have  been  pre- 
sented by  ordinary  care  and  skill;  and  that  there  was 
\XL  the  part  of  the  Copeland  great  and  culpable  neg- 
igence  and  disregard  of  duty* 

In  the  opinions  thus  expressed  by  the  gentlemen 
>f  the  Trinity  Board  I  entirely  concur;  and  I  further 
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1846.       think,  that,  in  addition  to  a  neglect  of  her  own  duty, 

'—  the  Copeland  was  ffuilty  of  a  sreat  breach  of  all 

Manobbitm.  moral  obligation  in  persisting  in  the  course  which  she 
took,  without  giving  warning  to  the  persons  on  board 
the  Duke  of  Manchester.  In  my  judgment  that  cul- 
pability is  not  in  the  slightest  degree  diminished  by 
any  error  which  might  have  been  committed  by  the 
pilot  on  board  the  Duke  of  Manchester,  because  it  is 
impossible,  as  I  conceive,  that  the  steamer  could  have 
been  misled  by  any  directions  given  by  him,  or  could 
have  believed  that  the  course  was  the  proper  or  due 
course.  Under  these  circumstances,  I  feel  it  my  duty 
to  pronounce  against  the  claim,  and  with  costs. 

The  remainder  of  the  case  may  be  very  shortly 
disposed  of.  With  respect  to  the  Triumph  and  the 
Vampire,  I  shall  give  the  following  sums, — £5  to  each 
of  the  vessels,  £10  to  Baker,  and  £5  to  each  of  the 
men.  With  respect  to  the  luggers,  the  United 
Friends  and  Friends  Goodwill,  I  shall  award  the  sum 
of  £60  to  both  vessels,  and  the  costs. 


^Bth  July. 


Note. — ^This  decision  was  appealed  to  the  Judicial 
Committee,  and  the  sentence  of  this  Court  was 
affirmed,  with  costs. 


THE  SWITZERLAND.    Knight. 


A  Tcssei  T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  collision  promoted  by  the 

d'ark°nigM  "if^th         owucr  of  the  Juuo,  a  Swedish  brig,  against  this 
'an/^tt'd     vessel,  her  tackle,  &c. 
not  porting  her       T}jg  coUisiou  took  placc  betwceu  Start  Point  and 

nelm  in  time,  ^ 

condemned  in     Portland  Bill,  during:  the  niffht  of  the  26th  June 
last,   the  Juno  at  the  time  beating  down  channel 


the  damages. 
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close  hauled  on  the  larboard  tack,  and  the  Switzer-        \b4». 
land  coming  up  channel  with  the  wind  five  points     ^^^*  -^"^y-. 
free,  and  her  studding  sails  set  Switcwoajip. 

On  the  part  of  the  Juno  it  was  alleged,  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  Switzerland  to  give  way,  but  she 
continued  her  course;  and  when  the  two  vessels  were 
close  together,  and  a  collision  was  inevitable,  the 
Juno,  with  a  view  of  lessening  the  damage,  put  her 
helm  aport. 

The  answer  on  the  part  of  the  Switzerland  averred, 
that  in  consequence  of  the  extreme  darkness  of  the 
night,  it  was  impossible  for  the  crew  of  the  Switzer- 
land to  see  the  Juno  until  she  was  close  ahead  on  the 
starboard  bow.  That  she  made  every  endeavour  to 
get  out  of  the  way;  and  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  the  Juno  porting  her  helm  instead  of 
keeping  her  course  as  she  was  bound  to  have  done. 

The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Bayford  for  the  Juno. 

Addams  and  Twiss  for  the  Switzerland. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Luskington. 
Gentlemen, — The  question  in  this  case  arises  between 
two  foreign  vessels,  the  one  being  a  Swedish  brig  of 
131  tons  burthen,  bound  on  a  voyage  from  Stock- 
holm to  Viana  in  Portugal;  the  other,  the  vessel 
proceeded  against,  being  an  American  ship  of  567 
tons,  and  bound  from  New  York  to  London.  The 
collision  is  admitted  to  have  taken  place  shortly 
after  midnight  on  the  26th  June  last,  somewhere 
between  Portland  Bill  and  Start  Point ;  and  it  is  also 
further  admitted  that  the  Switzerland  was  proceeding 
at  the  time  up  channel  with  the  wind  five  points  free« 
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1846.  This,  gentlemen,  you  will  observe,  is  her  own  state- 
— ! — !!J[l_  ment;  it  is  therefore,  I  apprehend,  altogether  un- 
Switm""  AHD.  necessary  for  us  to  take  into  the  consideration  what 
has  been  made  a  matter  of  dispute  in  the  case,  viz. 
whether  the  wind  was  W.S.W.  as  alleged  by  the 
Juno,  or  whether  it  was  S.W.  by  S.  to  S.W.  as  stated 
by  the  Switzerland.  There  is  also  a  further  ad- 
mission with  respect  to  the  state  of  the  weather, 
that  the  night  was  overcast  with  drizzling  rain, 
although  the  degree  of  the  darkness  is  somewhat  con- 
troverted. The  Juno,  it  appears,  was  sailing  on  the 
larboard  tack,  close  hauled,  and,  according  to  the 
statement,  she  had  a  light  in  the  foreshrouds.  This 
averment  is,  I  think,  fiiUy  substantiated  by  the  evi- 
dence in  the  cause ;  it  is  further  alleged  that  the  Juno 
observed  the  Switzerland  two  points  on  her  weather 
bow,  and  hailed  her  to  keep  her  luff;  and  that  at 
such  time  the  Switzerland  had  her  studding  sails  set 
I  know  not,  gentlemen,  how  far  this  fact  may  or 
may  not  be  of  importance  in  the  consideration  of 
this  case.  If  it  is  a  fact  important  to  the  issue  in  the 
cause,  it  is  my  duty  to  direct  you  to  form  your 
opinion  upon  the  assumption  that  the  studding  sails 
were  set  as  stated.  It  is  distinctly  alleged  by  the 
Juno  in  the  act  on  petition,  and  I  find  no  denial  in 
the  answer  on  the  part  of  the  Switzerland.  The 
persons  on  board  the  latter  vessel  must  have  known 
what  sails  they  were  carrying;  and  if  this  were  a 
matter  of  importance,  it  was  their  duty  to  have  met 
the  averment  set  forth  in  the  act  on  petition.  In  the 
practice  of  this  Court  a  fact  which  is  so  stated  in  plea 
and  is  not  denied  must  be  taken  as  an  admitted  fact 
in  the  case.  The  Juno  further  goes  on  to  state,  that 
after  having  hailed  the  ship  to  keep  her  luff,  the  ship 
not  altering  her  course,   and  a  collision  being  in- 
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idtable,  the  brig's  helm  was  put  to  port,  for  the        1846. 

urpose   of  lessening  the   force   of  the   blow,   and —'  - 

[most  immediately  afterwards  the   ship,   with  her  swx™b*land. 

arboard   bow,    struck    the   brig   on   her    larboard 

ow. 

What  on  the  other  hand  is  the  statement  set  forth 
y  the  owners  of  the  Switzerland.  They  allege,  in  the 
rst  place,  that  no  ship  or  vessel  of  any  description 
irrying  a  light  was  visible  at  the  period  in  question ; 
t  the  same  time  they  admit  that  a  ship  close  hauled  on 
le  larboard  tack  was  descried,  and  that  one  of  the 
lariners  called  out  "Sail  on  the  starboard  bow." 
'hat  owing  to  the  intense  darkness  of  the  night  the 
iscovery  of  the  vessel  in  question  was  not  made 
ntil  so  late  a  period,  that  no  other  measure  could 
e  adopted  than  that  of  putting  the  helm  astarboard, 
rhich  was  done  accordingly,  the  crew  of  the  Switzer- 
md  at  the  same  time  hailing  the  brig  to  keep  her 
ourse.  That  instead  of  keeping  her  course  as 
irected,  the  brig  immediately  put  her  helm  aport, 
nd  the  stem  of  the  brig  struck  the  starboard  side  of 
be  ship.  The  answer  to  the  act  then  concludes  with 
[le  averment,  that  had  the  Juno  kept  her  course  the 
Iwitzerland  would  have  gone  clear  under  the  brig ; 
nd  that  the  collision  was  entirely  occasioned  by  the 
rant  of  a  good  look  out,  and  of  proper  skill  and 
lanagement  on  the  part  of  the  persons  on  board  the 
uno.  Such,  gentlemen,  is  the  blame  which  is  attri- 
uted  by  the  Switzerland  to  the  Juno;  and  how  far  this 
lame  is  rightly  imputed  must,  I  apprehend,  depend 
pon  the  degree  of  necessity  which  existed  to  compel 
be  brig  to  put  her  helm  aport.  It  was  not,  I  conceive, 
ler  duty  to  have  adopted  this  measure,  unless 
ompelled  by  necessity ;  but  I  also  conceive,  that  if 
1  your  opinion  a  necessity  did  exist,  and  that  it  was 
be  only  measure  which  could  be  adopted  to  diminish 
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1846.       the  force  of  the  colligiony   in  that  case  the  Juno 

— ^^-^  will  be  legally  absolved  from  blame.     With  respect 

SwituuILnd.  ^  *^  P^^  ^f  ^te  case  therefore,  gentlemen,  you 
will  have  the  goodness  to  fiivour  me  with  your 
opinion,  whether  the  Juno,  in  putting  her  helm  aport, 
did  so  under  the  circumstances  to  which  I  have 
adverted,  or  whether  she  did  so  unneoesMurily  and 
rashly,  and  in  violation  of  the  rules  of  navigation. 
With  regard  to  the  Switzerland,  you  will  likewise 
favour  me  with  your  opinion,  whether,  looking  to 
the  darkness  of  the  night,  she  was  justified  in  sailing 
with  her  studding  sails  set ;  and  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  she  could  have  put  her 
helm  aport  at  an  earlier  period,  and  could  thereby 
have  avoided  the  collision  ?  With  these  observations, 
I  will  now  leave  the  question  to  your  consideration. 

THnity  Masters. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  Juno  acted  perfiectly 
right,  that  the  collision  occurred  from  the  Switzerland 
not  giving  way  in  time  and  passing  under  the  stem  of 
the  Juno,  as  she  was  bound  to  have  done.  The  brig 
put  her  helm  aport  merely  to  diminish  the  force  of  the 
collision,  and  at  the  moment  there  was  no  alternative 
but  to  put  it  up.  Had  the  Switzerland  struck  her 
amidships,  in  all  probability  the  damages  in  the 
present  instance  would  have  been  aggravated  by  the 
addition  of  the  loss  of  life. 

Per  Curiam. 

In  this  opinion  I  ftilly  and  entirely  concur,  and 

must  accordingly  pronounce  for  the  damage ;   and  1 

cannot  dismiss  the  case  without  expressing  my  great 

satisfaction   at  the  expedition  with  which   the  pro* 
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ceedings  in  the  cause  have  been  conducted  through-     ooiuf*! 
out.  ""^^ 


The  collision  took  place  upon  the  26th  of  June,  switJiblamd. 
the  suit  was  commenced  upon  the  13th  of  July,  and 
upon  the  28th  of  July  the  decision  of  the  Court  has 
been  pronounced.  It  is  a  matter  very  advantageous 
to  all  parties,  and  especially  to  foreigners,  as  in  this 
case,  when  suits  of  this  description  can  be  so  speedily 
arranged. 


LA  CONSTANCIA.    Monro. 


28(&  July, 


Y^HEN  this  case  was  last  before  the  Court  (vide  where  portions 
supra,   p.  460)   an   application  was  made  on  boIrdrsSJare 
behalf  of  the  consignees  of  some  silver,  which  formed  mMtc^during 
part  of  the  cargo,  and  which  had  been  sold  by  the  <J«  ▼<>y»jKe  for 
master  at  Rio  Janerio,  for  the  repairs  of  the  ship,  the  ship,  the 
claiming  to  be  repaid  the  amounts  of  the  silver  so  STi^o^aTeTo*" 
sold,  in  preference  to  the  bondholders  or  any  other  [ijf  °S^^„® 
claimants,    upon    the    proceeds   of   the    ship    and  perMoasundi 

cargo.  owners  in  the 

The  Court  directed  the  application  to  stand  over  Adm?ra*ity. 
for  argument,  and  the  question  was  now  argued  by     go  JacriOb'to 

be  considered 

Jenner  and  Bayfard  for  the  consignees  of  the  subject^i?'*^ 

silver  general  avenge. 

Oliver.  over  which  the 

Court  of 

AddatM  and  Haggard  for  the  bondholders.  no  jurisdiction. 

The  argument  in  support  of  the  application  was 
rested  upon  the  grounds — that  the  various  transac- 
tions respecting  the  bottomry  bonds^  and  the  forced 
sale  of  the  silver,  were  to  be  regarded  as  French 
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1B46.       transactions,  and  were  to  be  decided  by  the  applica- 

— ^      tion  of  the  law  of  France.     That  by  the  maritime 

C0N8TAHCIA.  law  of  France  the  consignees  or  owners  of  property, 
sold  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  possessed  a 
lien  upon  the  ship  in  preference  to  bondholders  or 
any  other  class  of  creditors ;  and  this  lien  attached 
to  the  consignees  of  the  silver  in  the  present 
instance.  That,  even  by  the  law  of  this  country, 
the  owners  of  property  so  sold  would  have  an  equit- 
able lien  upon  the  ship  towards  whose  preserva- 
tion the  property  had  been  exclusively  applied,  and 
such  lien  would  entitle  them,  at  all  events,  to 
come  in  pari  passu  with  the  bondholders,  and  share 
in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  and 
cargo.  That  this  principle  was  acknowleged  in  the 
maritime  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  had  been 
acted  upon  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  in  the  case  of  the 
Packet,  3  Mason,  255.  That  unless  the  consignees  of 
the  silver  were  so  allowed  to  come  upon  the  proceeds 
in  the  Registry,  they  would,  under  the  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  be  left  altogether  without  a 
remedy,  inasmuch  that  the  only  other  alternative 
would  be  to  proceed  against  the  owners  individually; 
and  such  owners,  in  the  present  instance,  were 
foreigners  and  residing  abroad. 

On  the  part  of  the  bondholders, — The  application 
of  the  French  law  was  denied,  and  it  was  contended, 
that  the  question  in  point  of  fact  and  in  law  resolved 
itself  entirely  and  exclusively  into  a  question  of 
average,  which  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  question  in  this  case  relates  to  a  claim  which 
is  preferred  by  the  owners  or  consignees  of  some 
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silver  sold  at  Rio  de  Janeiro,  in  order  to  repair  i846. 
certain  damages  sustained  by  the  vessel  whilst  on  -_- ?i- 
her  voyage  from  Lima  to  this  country.  This  claim  conwancui. 
is  preferred,  not  against  the  proceeds  of  the  ship  or 
the  freight  only,  but  also  against  a  certain  sum  of 
money  which  has  been  paid  into  the  Registry  to 
meet  a  bond  of  bottomry  upon  the  cargo.  The 
claim  is  contested  by  the  holders  of  three  several 
bottomry  bonds ;  and  it  has,  I  must  say,  been 
brought  forward  at  a  very  late  period  in  the  suit, 
I  do  not,  however,  consider  that  the  delay  is  alone 
sufficient  to  debar  the  claimants  from  their  right  of 
resorting  to  this  Court ;  because  I  apprehend  that, 
until  a  final  decree  is  actually  made,  the  Court  is 
bound  to  consider  every  claim  against  any  fimd  in 
Court,  however  those  funds  may  have  been  brought 
in.  As  far  as  my  own  experience  extends,  no  claim 
of  a  similar  description  is  to  be  found  in  the  annals 
of  this  Court,  a  circumstance  which  naturally  in- 
duces me  to  consider  with  some  carefulness,  whether 
the  novelty  of  the  claim  be  specious  or  real;  in  other 
words,  whether,  although  novel  in  appearance,  it 
does  not  rest  upon  some  recognized  principles  by 
which  other  claims  have  been  decided.  What  then 
is  the  true  character  of  the  claim  in  question  ?  It  is 
a  claim  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  certain  property 
shipped  on  board  the  vessel,  and  applied  to  relieve 
the  ship's  necessities,  and  to  enable  her  to  complete 
her  voyage.  In  the  case  of  the  Gratitudine  Lord 
Stowell  has  held,  that  property  so  sacrificed  is  to  be 
considered  as  the  proper  subject  of  general  average ; 
and  Lord  Tenterden,  in  his  book  on  shipping,  lays 
down  the  same  doctrine  in  the  following  words: 
"  It  is  the  same  thing  to  the  merchant  whose  goods 
are  taken  from  his  control,   whether  they  are  sold 
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1846  ^^  thrown  into  the  sea;  m  either  caae  it  is  a  sacrifice 
28<h  July,  submitted  to  by  him  for  the  benefit  of  all,  and  which 
L4  ought  therefore  to  be  made  good  by  general  contribu- 
tion/' that  is,  by  general  average.  If  this  be  so,  and  if 
upon  the  authority  of  my  Lord  Stowell,  thus  con- 
firmed by  my  Lord  Tenterden,  I  am  to  consider  this 
claim  as  a  subject  of  general  average,  two  con- 
siderations immediately  suggest  themselves, — ^fint, 
whether  I  have  any  jurisdiction  at  all  over  questions 
of  general  average  ?  and,  secondly,  whether  I  could 
satisfactorily  exercise  such  a  jurisdiction  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case?  The  absence  of  any 
precedent  where  the  Court  has  exercised  the  juris- 
diction is  of  itself  a  strong  prima  facie  proof  that  I 
have  no  authority  to  entertain  the  question  at  all, 
and  I  am  the  more  strongly  inclined  to  this  opinion 
by  the  further  consideration,  that  in  all  cases  of 
average  it  is  essential  that  the  tribunal  which  is  to 
adjust  it,  should  have  the  power  to  compel  all  parties 
interested  to  come  in  and  pay  their  quota«  I  possess 
no  such  power ;  and  if  I  could  not  bring  all  parties 
interested  before  the  Court,  I  could  not  adjust  a 
general  average,  which  is  a  proportionate  contri* 
bution  by  all.  The  authority  of  Mr,  Justice  Story, 
in  the  case  which  was  cited  in  the  ailment,  de- 
servedly high  as  it  is,  cannot  aifect  my  decision  in 
the  present  instance,  and  for  this  reason,  that  the 
Courts  of  Admiralty  in  the  United  States  and  in  our 
American  provinces  have  been  allowed  to  exercise  a 
jurisdiction  which  this  Court,  after  the  decisions  in 
the  courts  of  common  law,  would  not  venture  to 
entertain.  Again,  the  case  which  was  before  Mr. 
Justice  Story  was  widely  different  in  its  circum- 
stances from  the  present  case.  In  that  case  the 
whole  proceeds  of  the  ship,  cargo  and  freight  were  in 
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the  Registry  of  the  Admiralty  Court  at  the  time.        i846. 
In   this  case  the   Court  has   in  its  possession  the     ^^^-^^^y- 
proceeds  of  the  ship  and  the  balance  of  the  freight,    ^    ^ 

O  n  If  1  tl  CONtTAWCIA. 

after  payment  ot  wages  and  divers  demands,  and  a 
sum  of  £1,550,  part  of  the  value  of  the  cargo, 
specially  brought  in  to  answer  the  demand  of  one 
bondholder  against  the  cargo :  his  bond  being  the  only 
bond  that  does  attach  upon  the  cargo.  What  the 
amount  of  the  remainder  of  the  cargo  may  be  I 
know  not ;  but  this  I  do  know,  that  it  is  not  in  the 
bands  of  the  Court,  and  it  has  not  been  even  sug- 
gested in  the  argument,  that  the  Court  is  possessed 
of  any  power  or  authority  to  compel  it  to  be  brought 
in,  in  order  to  render  it  amenable  to  general  contri- 
bution, that  is,  to  a  general  average.  Under  such  a 
state  of  circumstances  to  decree  this  demand  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  funds  in  Court  would  not  be  general 
average,  or  any  thing  like  it.  General  average,  as 
I  have  already  observed,  is  a  proportionate  contri- 
bution by  all,  and  that  could  not  be  accomplished  on 
the  present  occasion.  I  have  considered  the  question 
thus  far  upon  the  principle,  that  in  acceding  to  the 
prayer  made  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  this  silver, 
I  should  not  be  causing  justice  to  be  done  in  the  way 
of  general  average.  I  must  now  refer  to  another 
consideration,  upon  which  it  is  contended  that  a 
decree  in  conformity  with  the  prayer  may  be  sup- 
ported, viz.  that  the  owners  of  the  silver  have  a  lien 
upon  the  property  prior  to  all  the  bottomry  bonds, 
and  indeed  to  all  other  demands  whatever.  Accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  this  Court,  I  conceive  that  such  a 
proposition  cannot  be  sustained  for  one  single  mo- 
ment. By  that  law  wages  only,  and  some  few 
demands  of  equal  urgency,  can  take  precedence  of 
bonds  of  bottomry.     But  it  is  said  that  this  lien  is 
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1846.       given  to  them  by  the  law  of  France,  and  that  the 

^^-^  application  of  the  silver  and  the  bottomry  contracts 

CoNm^NTM.  ^re  to  be  considered  as  French  transactions,  and  are 
to  be  governed  by  the  law  of  France,  Now,  in- 
dependently of  all  other  considerations,  as  for  in- 
stance, whether  it  would  or  would  not  be  a  very 
mischievous  principle  to  introduce,  can  I  administer 
any  other  law  than  the  law  of  this  Court  ?  I  appre- 
hend not.  The  principle  which  obtains,  not  only 
in  this  country,  but  in  all  other  countries  where 
principle  is  understood,  is,  that  'whoever  sues  in  ar 
court  of  law,  be  he  foreigner  or  native,  can  only 
claim  that  remedy  which  the  court  in  which  he  sues 
is  in  the  habit  of  giving  to  all  suitors  according  to 
the  law  it  usually  administers.  If  he  proves  his  case 
to  that  remedy  he  is  entitled.  It  is  very  important 
to  bear  in  mind  the  difference  between  construing  a 
contract  according  to  foreign  law,  and  administering 
a  remedy  by  foreign  law.  But  how  stand  the  fiictB 
of  the  present  case  in  reference  to  the  proposition  in 
question  ?  The  vessel  is  a  Peruvian  vessel,  and  all 
the  transactions  took  place  at  Rio  de  Janeiro.  Rio, 
therefore,  is  the  locus  contractus,  if  locality  has  any 
bearing  upon  the  question.  Again,  with  respect  to 
the  parties  interested  ;  some  of  the  parties,  it  is  true, 
are  French,  but  other  parties  to  the  bonds,  and  some 
of  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  are  not  French.  It 
would,  I  conceive,  be  diflScult  to  hold,  that  those 
persons  were  bound  by  this  law  at  all.  Still  more 
difficult  would  it  be  to  maintain  that  I  could  dispose 
of  a  sum  of  money  paid  into  the  Registry  of  this 
Court  for  a  specific  purpose,  and  divert  it  to  a  totally 
different  appropriation,  without  the  consent  of  the 
persons  who  paid  it  in.  These  difficulties,  I  coniesSi 
are  to  my  judgment  wholly  incapable  of  soIutiQUt 
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For  the  reasons  to  which  I  have  adverted,  I  can-  i846. 
lot  assent  to  the  proposition,  that  because  these  — — ^^— ^ 
)onds  are  drawn  up  in  the  French  form  and  by  coMsxrNciA. 
he  French  consul,  and  some  of  the  parties  advancing 
he  money  are  Frenchmen,  the  French  law  should 
jovem,  not  the  bonds  only,  but  all  the  other  trans- 
ictions  connected  with  the  ship.  Such  a  principle,  if 
idmitted,  would  furnish  a  dangerous  precedent  in  all 
*uture  questions  of  bottomry;  and  would  involve 
he  Court  in  the  greatest  difficulties,  because  in 
jvery  case  where  a  bond  of  bottomry  was  given 
ibroad,  I  should  have  to  examine,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, into  the  form  of  the  contract,  and  determine, 
iccording  to  such  form,  by  what  law  the  trans- 
ictions  ought  to  be  regulated.  Bonds  in  the  English 
brm,  it  is  well  known,  are  sent  out  from  England 
X)  all  parts  of  the  world ;  and  these  bonds  are  copied 
Tom  the  form  appended  to  Lord  Tenterden's  treatise 
)n  shipping,  or  from  some  other  work  of  the  same  de- 
jcription.  Was  it  ever  known  to  be  contended,  that 
mch  bonds  were  to  be  construed  by  the  law  of 
England,  according  to  whose  form  they  were  drawn, 
md  not  by  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  they 
ivere  to  be  enforced  ?  It  is  unnecessary  for  me  to 
pursue  the  inquiry,  how  far  the  law  of  France,  as 
stated  by  the  owners  of  the  cargo,  is  correctly  stated 
in  the  present  instance.  However  clearly  that  law 
might  be  demonstrated,  it  could  not  be  applied  to 
the  circumstances  of  this  case.  I  am  perfectly 
satisfied,  looking  to  the  whole  of  the  proceedings,  that 
SIS  regards  these  several  bottomry  transactions,  the 
contracts  were  entered  into,  not  with  a  view  to  the 
law  of  Rio,  which  is  the  lex  loci  contractus,  nor  with 
El  view  to  the  law  of  France,  which  governs  the 
form  of  the  bond,  but  with  a  view  to  the  law  of 
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„«1'1®:       England,  where  the  contracts  were  to  be  carried  into 

CoMtTANcu.  Before  I  leave  this  case,  I  must  add  one  further 
observation  upon  the  practical  effect  of  the  principle 
which  the  owners  of  the  silver  have  sought  to  in- 
troduce, and  which  they  have  stated  is  a  principle 
recognized  and  adopted  in  the  law  of  France.  If  such 
a  principle  were  generally  admitted  into  the  maritime 
law  of  Europe,  it  would,  I  conceive,  be  attended 
with  consequences  very  little  for  the  advantage  of 
the  shipping  interest  of  this  or  any  other  country  in 
the  world.  If  such  were  to  be  the  law,  however 
urgent  the  necessity,  however  pressing  the  demand, 
merchants  when  applied  to  for  advances  would  say, 
We  will  not  advance  money  at  all,  because  the 
property  upon  which  it  is  lent  may  be  taken  for 
claims  we  know  nothing  about ;  or  if  they  did  run 
the  risk,  they  would  require  a  much  larger  premium 
than  is  demanded  under  the  existing  state  of  the  law. 
It  has  been  said  that  by  this  decision  the  present 
claimants  will  be  left  without  a  remedy  ;  if  this  he 
so,  certainly  the  law  would  appear  to  leave  a  case  of 
great  apparent  equity  without  redress.  I  cannot, 
however,  for  a  moment  conceive,  that  because  I 
cannot  interfere,  such  will  be  the  case  with  regard  to 
other  tribunals.  It  may  indeed  possibly  happen, 
that  in  this  case,  as  sometimes  happens  in  other 
cases,  the  right  of  action  may  be  useless ;  that  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  may  be  abroad,  and  not  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  conmion  law,  or  that 
such  owners  are  bankrupts  or  insolvent.  Such  may 
by  possibility  be  the  case  in  the  present  instance,  hut 
that  is  not  a  circumstance  which  would  give  me  a 
jurisdiction  to  interfere.  For  all  these  reasons,  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  is  impossible  to  lend  the 
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authority  of  the  Court  to  satisfy  the  demand  of  the    cJ^^f^^ 

owner  of  the  silver  out  of  the  fiinds  which  are  in  — ^— 

the  hands  of  the  Court.     I  must,  therefore,  reject  coottancia. 
this  petition,  and  with  costs. 


THE  CHARLOTTE  WYLIE.    Rands. 

lUh  November, 

T^HIS  was  a  cause  of  salvage,  promoted  by  the  offi-  The  commander 

cers  and  crew  of  H.M.S.  Cygnet,  for  services  ^^{IJ^lj^ 
rendered  to  this  vessel  under  the  following  circum-  «pon  the 

^  Afncao  statiOD, 

stances : —  held  to  be 

The  vessel,   it  appeared,  was  proceeding  on  her  Mivi^remu- 
homeward  voyage  to  this  country  from  the  coast  of  "^^^VwiUn 
Africa,  where  the  master  and  one  of  the  seamen  were  rawter  and  two 
seized  with  fever,  and  a  signal  of  distress  was  hoisted,  boaid  a  bome- 
Upon  going  alongside,  the  commander  of  the  Cygnet  mcrohM't°ve8ici 
immediately  took  out  the  master  and  the  sick  seaman,  ^°  ^"*||j"  ^^^ 
and  put  his  gunner  and  three  of  the  crew  of  the  Cyg-  teasel,  the 
net  on  board;  and  by  their  assistance  the  Charlotte  ofthemarinen 
Wylie  was  navigated  to  Prince's  Island,  the  Cygnet  ^l^o^i^! 
occasionally  towing.     At  Prince's  Island  Mr.  Collier,  SJlrim'd 
the  sailing-master  of  the  Cygnet,  accompanied  by  two  incaoaWe  of 
of  the  seamen,  went  on  board  the  Charlotte  Wylie ;  duties*  wI°board. 
and  Mr.  Collier  took  the  command  of  the  vessel,  and  ciJ^byThe 
brought  her  in  safety  to  England.  vaiSe'o/the*** 

The  defence  on  the  part  of  the  owners  was,  that  ihip  and  cargo 

-  •  1111       on  account  of 

the  mate  was  quite  competent  to  have  brought  the  freight,  primage 
ship  home,  and  that  the  services  of  Mr.  Collier  were  SiuotlS."^ 
unnecessary.  That  in  point  of  fact  Mr.  Collier  was 
put  on  board  by  the  commander  of  the  Cygnet  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  a  passage  to  England,  where 
he  was  coming  for  the  recovery  of  his  health,  and  not 
from  a  conviction  that  his  advice  and  assistance  were 
requisite  for  the  safe  navigation  of  the  vessel.    That 

ll2 
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1846.        the  two  seamen  who  accompanied  him  on  board  were 

'  discharged  from  the  Cygnet,  and  were  duly  entered 

ChaI^ti     on  the  books  of  the  Charlotte  Wylie,  and  received 
^*"**      their  pay  as  seamen  of  that  vessel, — consequently 
they  could  not  claim  in  the  capacity  of  salvors. 
The  case  was  argued  by 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Addams  for  the  salvors. 

Harding  and  Bayford  for  the  owners. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
It  is  now  admitted  by  the  learned  counsel  who 
have  argued  this  case  on  behalf  of  the  owners  of  the 
ship  and  cargo,  that  a  salvage  service  has  been  ren- 
dered. The  question,  therefore,  which  I  have  to  de- 
tennine  is,  what  is  the  compensation  to  be  awarded 
to  the  salvors ;  and,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount 
of  that  compensation,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Court 
should  have  before  it  some  constat  of  the  value  of  the 
property  which  has  been  saved.  Where  any  dispute 
arises  as  to  the  value  of  the  property  itself,  the  ordi- 
nary and  proper  course  of  proceeding  is  to  take  out 
a  commission  of  appraisement ;  where  there  is  no  dis- 
pute as  to  the  value  of  the  property,  and  where  the 
question  is  not  a  question  of  fact,  but  a  question  of 
law,  viz.  whether  the  owners  are  entitled  to  make  cer- 
tain deductions,  the  commission  of  appraisement  is 
unnecessary.  In  this  case  a  preliminary  question 
arises,  not  upon  the  fact,  but  upon  the  law, — whether 
certain  deductions  from  the  admitted  value  of  the 
ship  and  cargo  can  be  legally  made  by  the  owners. 
The  deductions  in  question  amount  to  the  sum  of 
£590;  and  these  deductions  are  claimed  by  die 
owners  for  freight,  primage  and  insurance.    With 
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espect  to  the  primage  and  insurance,  I  have  no       'jj*®-       * 

esitation  in  deciding  that  the  deduction  cannot  be ;^ — '* 

llowed.  With  respect  to  the  freight  I  am  also  of  Chahlottk 
pinion  that  the  deduction  must  be  disallowed ;  and 
>r  this  reason,  that  the  claim  of  the  salvors  extends 
ver  the  ship,  cargo  and  freight,  and  they  are  entitled 
3  have  the  whole  value  of  these  properly  stated. 
Ipon  the  present  occasion  no  dispute  is  raised  between 
lie  owners  of  the  ship  and  the  owners  of  the  cargo ; 
nd  if  the  freight  be  deducted  from  the  value  of  the 
argo,  it  must  be  taken  afterwards  as  a  separate  item, 
pon  which  the  Court  must  decree  salvage.  This 
lode  of  proceeding,  it  is  obvious,  would  be  attended 
rith  no  advantages  to  any  of  the  parties  concerned, 
shall  therefore  assume  the  value  of  the  ship  and 
argo  together  as  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £1300 ; 
nd  upon  this  assumption  I  will  now  proceed  to  con- 
ider  what  are  the  undisputed  facts  in  this  case.  It 
\  admitted  in  the  first  place,  that  whilst  this  vessel 
ras  on  her  homeward  voyage  from  Africa  to  this 
ountry,  the  master  and  one  of  the  seamen  were  taken 
1 ;  that  a  signal  of  distress  was  hoisted,  and  that  the 
laster  and  the  seaman  were  removed  on  board  the 
?ygnet ;  that  the  seaman  died  on  board  that  vessel, 
nd  that  the  master,  long  after  the  two  vessels  had 
arted,  recovered  from  a  protracted  and  very  dan- 
erous  illness.  It  is  further  admitted,  that  the  gunner 
f  the  Cygnet  and  three  of  the  mariners  were  put  on 
oard  the  Charlotte  Wylie,  and  that  whilst  the  two 
essels  were  in  company  on  their  way  to  Prince's 
sland,  the  Cygnet  took  the  Charlotte  Wylie  in  tow. 
L  third  and  more  important  admission  is,  that  upon 
he  arrival  of  the  vessels  at  Prince's  Island,  Mr. 
Jollier,  the  sailing-master  of  the  Cygnet,  was  put  on 
oard  the  Charlotte  Wylie  to  conduct  her  to  England; 
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1846. 
Uth  November. 

The 

Charlotti 

Wyue. 


and  that  two  of  the  crew  of  the  Cygnet  accompanied 
him  on  board,  and  were  put  upon  the  ship's  books, 
and  assisted  in  navigating  the  vessel. 

It  has  been  contended  in  the  argument  of  the  case, 
that  the  two  seamen  who  went  on  board  at  Prince's 
Island,  having  signed  the  ship's  articles,  must  be  con- 
sidered as  part  of  the  crew  of  the  vessel,  and  could  not 
be  entitled  to  claim  as  salvors.  It  would  be  raising  a 
question  requiring  great  consideration  for  no  purpose 
if  I  were  to  attempt  to  decide  the  point,  whether 
these  men  were  ever  discharged  from  the  Cygnet,  and 
whether  the  signing  of  the  ship's  articles  was  or  was 
not  a  legal  act :  it  is  a  question  altogether  unimpor- 
tant to  the  real  issue  in  the  cause ;  because  the  distri- 
bution of  the  salvage  remuneration  in  the  present 
instance  must  be  governed  by  other  and  diflferent 
rules  from  ordinary  salvage,  viz.  by  act  of  parliament 
and  the  proclamations  of  her  Majesty  in  Council.  I 
shall  therefore  pass  on  to  the  next  objection  which  is 
raised  by  the  owners,  that  the  towing  of  the  Char- 
lotte Wylie,  and  the  services  of  the  gunner  and  the 
three  seamen  who  were  put  on  board  in  the  first  in- 
stance, were  superfluous  and  unnecessary.  This  again 
is  a  small  point  in  the  case,  and  has  no  material 
bearing  upon  the  issue  in  the  cause.  Were  it  neces- 
sary to  supply  an  answer  to  this  objection,  such  an- 
swer, I  think,  might  be  deduced  from  the  fact,  that 
the  number  of  the  original  crew  of  the  Charlotte 
Wylie  had  been  diminished  by  the  absence  of  the 
master  and  the  seaman  who  were  taken  on  board  the 
Cygnet ;  and  the  probability  is — I  do  not  say  cer- 
tainty— that  some  inconvenience  and  some  diflSculty, 
if  not  danger,  might  have  been  experienced  in  navi- 
gating the  versel  by  the  reduction  in  the  original 
complement  of  hands.     But  this,  I  repeat,  is  a  small 
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part  of  the  service,  and  no  great  stress  has  been  laid       im6. 

upon  it  by  the  counsel  for  the  salvors ;  indeed,  it  is - 

admitted  by  them,  that  the  towage  was  principally  chaIlotti 
resorted  to,  to  accelerate  the  movements  of  the  Char-  Wtu«. 
lotte  Wylie,  and  to  save,  what  is  always  valuable,  the 
time  of  her  Majesty's  ship.  I  now  come  to  a  far 
more  important  objection,  which  has  been  raised 
against  the  claim  of  the  alleged  salvors,  viz.  that  the 
mate  was  fully  competent  to  have  brought  this  vessel 
home  to  England,  and  that  the  sending  the  sailing- 
master  on  board  to  conduct  the  vessel  was  altogether 
unnecessary.  This  branch  of  the  case  must  depend 
upon  two  questions  of  fact :  first,  whether  or  not  the 
crew  were  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  navigating 
the  vessel  to  England;  and,  secondly,  whether 
the  mate  was  sufficiently  skilled  in  navigation  to 
discharge,  without  assistance,  the  ftmctions  of  master 
with  safety  to  the  lives  and  property  on  board 
the  vessel.  Independently  of  these  questions  of  fact, 
let  us  for  a  moment  consider  how  stand  the  pro- 
babilities of  the  case  in  reference  to  this  averment. 
It  is,  I  apprehend,  notorious  that  it  forms  part  of  the 
instructions  of  every  one  of  her  Majesty's  vessels,  that 
they  shall  render  assistance  to  British  vessels  in  dis- 
tress. On  the  coast  of  Africa  in  particular,  where,  in 
consequence  of  the  illness  of  the  crews  from  the  ma- 
ladies which  prevail  in  that  region,  British  vessels  are 
more  frequently  in  comparative  danger  and  distress 
from  a  shortness  of  hands, — it  forms  a  part  of  the 
duty  of  commanders  of  ships  on  that  station  to  fol- 
low out  these  instructions,  and  to  render  their  assist- 
ance. But  have  they  any  inducement  so  to  do,  unless 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  imperatively  require  it? 
I  conceive  not ;  and  for  this  obvious  reason,  that  on 
the  coast  of  Africa  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  for  the 
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Chabloitb 

Wtue. 


efficiency  of  her  Majesty's  ships  engaged  in  the  sup- 
pression of  the  Slave  Trade,  that  the  commandere 
should  retain  on  board  their  own  vessels  their  full 
complement  of  men.  They  are  exposed  to  a  two-fold 
danger — one  the  danger  of  sickness  from  the  climate; 
the  other,  which  occurs  frequently,  fi^m  the  weaken- 
ing and  diminishing  the  number  of  the  crew  by 
sending  them  with  prizes  to  various  ports ; — it  is  not, 
therefore,  to  be  supposed,  that,  under  ordinary  cir- 
cumstances, any  one  of  her  Majesty's  officers  on  that 
station  would  be  willing  or  desirous  of  diminishing 
his  crew  unnecessarily. 

It  has  been  suggested  by  the  learned  counsel  who 
argued  this  case  for  the  owners,  that  Captain  Layton, 
the  commander  of  the  Cygnet,  might  possibly  have 
been  influenced  by  two  considerations :  the  one,  his 
own  benefit  and  advantage  in  efiecting  a  salvage  ser- 
vice ;  the  other,  his  desire  of  securing  a  homeward 
passage  for  Mr.  Collier,  who  was  ill  at  the  time,  and 
was  returning  to  England  for  the  recovery  of  his 
health.  Without  the  strongest  and  most  conclusive 
proof  arising  from  all  the  facts  of  the  case,  I  should 
be  most  reluctant  to  impute  to  any  officer  in  her  Ma- 
jesty's service  that  he  was  influenced,  by  any  motive 
of  private  advantage  to  himself,  to  disregard  his  duty, 
I  could  not  presume  such  an  inference ;  and  when  I 
consider  the  trifling  amount  of  the  reward  that  can 
accrue  to  Captain  Layton  from  any  salvage  decreed 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  it  is  clear  that 
he  would  have  exposed  himself  to  the  inconvenience 
of  losing  his  sailing-master — one  of  the  most  impor- 
tant persons  in  the  navigation  of  his  vessel — with- 
out any  prospect  of  adequate  pecuniary  recompense. 
With  respect  to  the  health  of  Mr.  Collier,  I  am  satis- 
fied, from  the  statement  of  Dr.  M*Cree,  that  he  was 
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in  able  and  efficient  officer,  though  sufFerinff  under       i846. 

.    J.  .^.  '  o  o  jj^^  November. 

emporary  indisposition.  

I  must  now  return  to  the  question  of  fact,  whether  cbaIlcJite 
he  mate  was  or  was  not  competent  to  conduct  the  Wyub. 
T^essel  safely  home  without  assistance.  As  regards 
he  capacity  of  the  mate  there  has  been  a  great  deal 
)f  swearing  in  the  cause.  If  the  testimony  of  the 
nate  himself  was  exceptione  major,  it  would  go  far  to 
ietermine  the  question ;  for  he  unquestionably  speaks 
X}  his  own  capacity  in  very  decided  terms.  Look- 
ng,  however,  to  the  contents  of  his  affidavit,  it  is 
ipparent  that  he  is  a  person  utterly  regardless  of  the 
acts  to  which  he  is  deposing ;  for  he  swears  to  the 
Tuth  of  fects  which  were  utterly  beyond  his  own 
k.nowledge,  and  which  it  is  impossible  he  could  have 
my  means  of  knowing.  But  it  was  said,  and  the 
irgument  was  strongly  pressed,  that  when  the  vessel 
irrived  off  St.  Michael's,  Mr.  Collier  told  the  mate 
hat  if  he  did  not  get  better  he  should  land  there ;  and 
isked  him  whether  in  that  case  he,  the  mate,  could 
•jake  the  Charlotte  Wylie  home,  and  that  the  mate 
replied  he  was  quite  able  and  willing  to  do  so. 

This  averment,  it  is  said,  is  uncontradicted,  and 
must,  therefore,  be  taken  as  an  admitted  fact  in  the 
:»8e.  Conceding  that  position,  what  is  the  value 
>f  the  fact  itself?  It  is  this,  that  the  question  was 
isked  by  Mr.  Collier  under  the  impression  that  he 
should  be  compelled  to  land  at  St.  Michael's,  and  the 
answer  of  the  mate  is  his  own  testimony  to  his  own 
capacity.  The  very  fact  that  the  question  was  asked 
by  Mr.  Collier,  in  some  measure  detracts  from  the 
testimony  in  question ;  inasmuch  that  it  demonstrates 
that  Mr.  Collier,  although  he  had  been  sailing  in 
company  with  the  mate,  had  not  ascertained,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fkct,  that  he  was  capable  of  taking  charge  of 
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1846.       the  ship:  if  the  mate  had  been  so  competent,  the  fact, 
lUhNmnmher.  j  ^QQ^jgiy^^  must  have  been  known  to  Mr.  Collier.    I 


Cbarl^i  ^^  ^^*  think  it  necessary  to  follow  up  this  question 
Wtui.  more  minutely:  I  rest  my  decision  more  immediatdy 
upon  the  consideration,  that  in  all  probability  addi- 
tional hands  were  necessary  for  the  safe  navigation 
of  the  vessel.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a  mer- 
chant vessel  would  take  more  hands  on  board  than 
were  absolutely  necessary  for  the  working  of  the  ship. 
If,  therefore,  the  original  crew  of  the  Charlotte  Wylie 
consisted  of  the  master  and  the  man  Smith  and  seven 
others,  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  master  and  the  sea- 
man the  ship's  complement  of  hands  was  reduced  to 
seven ;  and  not  only  so,  but  there  was  the  loss  of  by 
far  the  most  important  person  on  board,  namely,  the 
master  himself. 

It  has  been  asked  from  what  danger  this  vessel  was 
rescued.  I  answer,  from  the  danger  of  a  long  navi- 
gation with  a  deficient  crew  and  a  probably  deficient 
master.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  officers  and  crew 
of  H.M.S.  the  Cygnet  are  entitled  to  a  salvage  re- 
muneration for  their  services;  and  I  think  I  shall 
meet  the  justice  of  the  case  in  allotting  the  sum  of 
£150,  with  their  costs. 


21f<  Novmber. 


THE  ATLAS. 


Damage 
noonced 


pro.  TN  this  case  the  Picolo  Oscar,  an  Austrian  brig,  be- 

against  a  vctiei  ^^^S^^S  ^^  ^^^  P^^  ^^  Trieste,  whilst  at  anchor  in 

with  a  licensed  Falmouth  Harbour  was  run  into  by  the  Atlas  upon 

compuiaoriiy  '  the  24th  of  February  last,  and  was  so  much  damaged 

^fiSameofihe  *hat  she  was  obliged  to  be  run  ashore  and  unladen 

?m"uted  tothe  ^^^  *^^  purposc  of  repairs.     The  Atlas  was  in  charge 

crew  by  the  of  a  licensed  pilot  at  the  time,  compulsorily  taken  on 

pilot  in  charge,  ^ 
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board ;  and,  the  damage  being  admitted,  the  question       1846. 

was  confined  to  the  comparative  credit  to  be  given  to  -' 

the  affidavits  in  the  cause.  ^"  ^^^■• 

The  pilot  in  charge  of  the  Atlas  distinctly  swore,  denied*bJ*Se 
that  he  gave  the  orders  to  drop  the  anchor  in  time,  ^'^courtpro- 
and  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  a  delay  on  the  nounccd  that 
part  of  the  crew  in  carrying  those  orders  into  efiJect.   io  lome  de- 

The  crew,  on  the  other  hand,  as  positively  denied  S?  that*  he* 
that  any  orders  were  given  by  the  pilot.  Si^SSii^'^*' 

The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by       J!2t°«Scient  to 

bring  the  charge 

Addams  and  Bobinson  for  the  Atlas.  crew!^  ^* 

Owoen  of 
the  damagiog 

Bay  ford  and  Phillimore  for  the  Picolo  Oscar.  veaiei  dismiued 

•'•'  from  the  re- 

gpoDsibility  of 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington.  the  damage. 

Gentlemen, — No  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  the 
damage  in  this  case  was  occasioned  by  the  default  or 
negligence  of  some  person  or  persons  on  board  the 
Atlas,  and  was  not  caused  through  any  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  crew  of  the  Picolo  Oscar. 

Prima  fecie,  therefore,  the  owners  of  the  Austrian 
vessel  (independent  of  all  municipal  regulations)  are 
entitled  to  be  indemnified  by  the  owners  of  the  Atlas 
for  the  loss  which  they  have  sustained.  In  the  course 
of  the  argument  some  observations  were  thrown  out 
by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  Atlas,  with  respect  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  case  had  been  conducted  on 
behalf  of  the  Picolo  Oscar.  My  opinion  is,  that  the 
owners  of  that  vessel  were  perfectly  entitled  to  bring 
forward  their  case  as  they  have  done.  They  state 
generally,  that  they  were  at  anchor,  and  properly 
moored ;  and  that  the  Atlas  came  into  the  harbour, 
and,  in  making  her  preparations  for  anchoring,  ran 
into  the  Picolo  Oscar,  and  did  the  damage  in  ques- 
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21ft  Novimber, 
Thi  Atlai. 


v^I^Lju.  *^^°'  ^  ^^  ^^'  conceive  that  they  were  bound,  as 
suggested,  to  set  forth  more  explicitly  the  nature  of  the 
damage,  or  to  specify  with  more  minuteness  the  man- 
ner in  which  it  was  occasioned.  Again,  with  respect 
to  the  imputed  delay  in  bringing  this  case  to  a  hear- 
ing, the  blame  of  such  delay,  if  any,  in  my  judgment, 
rests  with  the  owners  of  the  Atlas  themselves.  The 
answer  to  the  act  on  petition  should,  I  conceive,  have 
confessed  in  the  first  instance,  that  the  damage  \m 
occasioned  by  neglect;  and  should  then  have  gone  on 
to  allege,  that  such  neglect  was  exclusively  the  negled 
of  the  pilot  who  was  in  charge  of  the  Atlas,  and  ^ras 
not  in  any  degree  participated  in  by  the  crew  of  that 
vessel.  If  this  course  had  been  adopted,  the  affidavits 
might  have  been  taken  immediately,  and  the  point  in 
issue  might  have  been  at  once  brought  to  a  decision. 
I  now  come  to  the  real  ground  of  defence  which  is 
set  up  by  the  Atlas ;  and  I  must  here  repeat,  what  I 
have  already  stated  in  former  cases,  that  where  the 
defence  alleges  that  a  collision  was  occasioned  by  the 
exclusive  negligence  or  default  of  the  pilot  in  charge, 
the  onus  of  proving  that  fact  rests  with  the  vessel 
setting  up  the  defence.  The  propriety  and  justice  of 
this  principle  is  obvious  upon  two  distinct  reasons: 
First,  that,  according  to  every  dictate  of  conmion 
sense,  the  persons  on  board  the  vessel  which  has  re- 
ceived the  damage  cannot  know  with  any  accuracy 
what  is  done  on  board  the  damaging  vessel ;  secondljt 
that  the  persons  on  board  the  vessel  which  sets  up  the 
defence  must  or  ought  to  know  whether  the  collision 
was  occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  pilot  or  of  the 
crew.  Acting  upon  this  principle  in  the  present  in- 
stance, I  will  frame  the  question  which  I  shall  have 
to  put  to  you  in  the  following  form.  Have  the  owners 
of  the  Atlas  established  to  your  satisfaction,  that  this 


ThbAtlis. 
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collision  did  not  arise  from  any  default  or  negligence        1846. 
of  their  own  crew  ? 

I  am  well  aware  of  the  difBculty  which  attends  the 
solution  of  this  question — a  difBculty  which  arises 
from  the  strong  and  positive  contradiction  between 
the  affidavit  of  the  pilot  who  was  in  charge  of  the 
Atlas  and  the  affidavits  of  the  crew  of  that  vessel. 
On  the  one  hand  it  is  alleged,  that  the  pilot  gave  the 
order  in  time  for  letting  the  anchor  drop,  but  the 
crew  disobeyed  it.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a 
general  denial  that  any  such  order  was  given.  The 
first  averment  rests  upon  the  single  and  unsupported 
testimony  of  the  pilot  alone,  and  he  is  subject  to  all 
those  observations  upon  his  credibility  which  have 
been  so  strongly  urged  by  Z>r.  Addams  and  JDr. 
Rohinson.  He  may,  as  suggested,  be  liable  to  an 
action, — he  may  be  liable  to  the  forfeiture  of  his 
bond,  —  he  may  be  subject  to  dismission:  for  all 
these  reasons,  he  has  undoubtedly  the  strongest  in- 
ducement to  depose  in  exculpation  of  himself.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  master  and  crew  of  the  Atlas  are 
not  in  a  much  better  position.  They  have  not  only 
the  interest  of  their  employers  at  stake,  but  their  own 
individual  interest  would  undoubtedly  lead  them  to 
swear  that  they  were  not  to  blame.  As  regards  the 
probability  of  the  case,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  there 
is  a  priori  any  decided  preponderance  on  the  one  side 
or  the  other.  The  probability  lies  either  way :  it  is 
just  as  consistent  with  probability  that  the  pilot  should 
discharge  his  duty  with  propriety  as  the  crew ;  again, 
it  is  equally  consistent  with  probability  that  either 
party  should  have  neglected  their  duty  in  bringing 
this  vessel  properly  to  an  anchor. 

The  question,  then,  which  I  shall  submit  to  your 
consideration  is  this, — Are  you  of  opinion  that  under 


506 


CASES  DETERMINED  IN 


1846.       the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  crew  of  the  Atlas 
were  not  to  blame? 


Thb  Atlas. 


After  consultation  with  the  Trinity  Masters,  the 
learned  judge  proceeded  to  observe  : 

Upon  the  first  question  in  this  case  there  neither 
has  been  nor  could  be  any  controversy,  namely,  that 
the  damage  sustained  by  the  Picolo  Oscar  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  negligence  or  incapacity  of  some  person 
or  persons  on  board  the  Atlas.  Upon  the  second 
point,  the  gentlemen  by  whom  I  have  been  assisted 
are  of  opinion,'  that  some  blame  is  imputable  to  the 
pilot  who  was  in  charge  of  that  vessel.  With  respect 
to  the  third  point,  whether  the  master  or  any  of  the 
crew  of  the  Atlas  shared  in  that  culpability  or  not, 
we  are  all  of  opinion  that  there  is  not  enough  evidence 
to  satisfy  us  that  any  blame  is  imputable  to  them.  I 
must,  therefore,  dismiss  the  suit,  but  I  shall  give  no 
costs. 


21th  Novtmbtr. 

A  vessel  close 
haaled  od  ibe 
larboird  tack, 
meeting  another 
vessel  with  the 
wind  free,  at 
night,  not 
justified  in 
starboarding 
her  helm  where 
there  is  a  nro- 
hability  or  the 
two  vessels 
coming  into 
collision. 

Both  vessels 
pronounced  in 
default,  the 


THE  SERINGAPATAM. 

TN  this  case  the  Harriett,  a  Danish  vessel  of  445 
tons  burthen,  whilst  upon  a  voyage  from  St 
Croix  to  Copenhagen  with  a  cargo  of  colonial  pro- 
duce, was  nm  down  off  Beachy  Head  by  the 
Seringapatam,  an  outward  bound  East  Indiaman, 
upon  the  26th  of  April  last. 

It  was  stated  on  behalf  of  the  Harriett,  that  she 
was  proceeding  on  the  larboard  tack  up  channel  at 
the  time,  close  hauled,  her  course  lying  E.  and  by  S., 
and  the  wind  being  N.E.  by  N.  and  N.N.E.  That 
the  Seringapatam  was  proceeding  down  channelj 
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steering  W.N.W.,  and  sailing  with  the  wind  free  at  n-^^5^v. 

the  rate  of  about  nine  knots  per  hour.     That  the  • 

Seringapatam,  when  first  descried,  was  about  three  siRiNorpiTiM. 
points  to  leeward  of  the  Harriett,  and  distant  about  not  ba?iDg  kept 
four   cables    length.      That    as    the    Seringapatam  aS^*1btn^ng' 
approached,  the  Harriett  starboarded  her  helm,  and  ES^in^^Sine 
the  Seringapatam,  instead  of  keeping  her  course  or 
bearing  up  in  time,  ported  her  helm  at  the  last 
moment,  and  ran  into  the  Harriett  on  the  larboard 
side,  abaft  the  forechains,  causing  the  bark  to  fill, 
and  compelling  the  crew,  for  the  preservation  of  their 
lives,   to  take   refuge  on  board  the  Seringapatam. 
That  a  good  look-out  was  kept,  and  the  measures 
adopted  by  the  Harriett  were  proper  and  seamanlike, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case;   and  the  col- 
lision was  solely  imputable  to  the  Seringapatam,  in 
not  keeping  a  good  look-out,  and  not  porting  her 
helm  in  the  first  instance. 

On  the  part  of  the  Seringapatam  it  was  alleged, 
that  the  wind  was  N.  half  W.;  that  a  good  and 
proper  look-out  was  kept  on  board  the  Seringapatam, 
and  that  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  want  of 
skill  and  mismanagement  of  the  Harriett  in  putting 
her  helm  astarboard ;  that  according  to  the  Trinity 
House  regulations,  both  vessels,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  were  bound  to  have  ported  their 
helm. 

The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by 

Queen's  Advocate  and  Robinson  for  the  Harriett. 

Addams  and  JDeane  for  the  Seringapatam. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
Gentlemen, — It  is  admitted  in  this  case  that  the  course 
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^th  ^N^ber  ^^  ^^^  Harriett  was  E.  by  S.,  and  that  the  Seringapatam 

■  was  steering  a  course  W.N,  W.     With  respect  to  the 

SiRiiioiPiTiM.  direction  of  the  wind  the  parties  are  at  issue.  On  the 
part  of  the  Harriett  it  is  alleged  to  have  been  N.E 
by  N.  and  N.N.E ;  on  the  part  of  the  Seringapatam, 
that  it  was  N.  half  W.  Without  imputing  to  either 
party  any  intentional  misrepresentation,  we  may,  I 
think,  with  safety  assume  that  the  wind  was  some- 
where between  the  two  statements.  Under  this  as- 
sumption I  shall  submit  to  your  consideration  three 
questions,  upon  which,  I  apprehend,  the  decision  in 
the  case  must  eventually  depend.  First,  did  the 
Harriett  adopt  a  right  and  prudent  course  in  star- 
boarding her  helm ;  she  being,  according  to  her  own 
statement,  as  close  hauled  as  she  could  be  at  the 
time  ?  Secondly,  did  the  Seringapatam  act  properly 
in  putting  her  helm  aport?  The  third  and  most 
important  question  is,  was  there  a  good  look-out  on 
board  the  Seringapatam  at  the  time  when  this  col- 
lision took  place?  I  confine  this  question  to  the 
conduct  of  the  Seringapatam,  because  I  am  satisfied, 
in  my  own  mind,  that  no  reasonable  doubt  can  be 
entertained  that  a  good  look-out  was  kept  on  board 
the  Harriett,  and  that  no  blame  whatever  attaches  to 
this  vessel  in  this  respect.  If  you  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  there  was  a  neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
crew  of  the  Seringapatam  in  not  keeping  a  sufficient 
look-out,  and  that  the  helm  of  the  vessel  was  not 
ported  as  soon  as  it  might  and  ought  to  have  been— 
however  right  may  be  the  measure  of  porting  the 
helm — it  will  not  avail  to  protect  the  owners  of  the 
Seringapatam  from  the  responsibility  of  the  damage 
in  the  present  instance. 

On  the  part  of  the  Harriett,  you   will   observe, 
gentlemen,  there  is  a  distinct  averment  to  the  effect 
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that  she  first  saw  the  Seringapatam  at  the  distance  ^^^  AWi„^r 

of  half  a  mile ;   is  it  not  somewhat  remarkable  that  ; 

both  in  the  evidence  and  in  the  pleadings  on  behalf  SiBiNorpATm. 
of  the  Seringapatam,  there  is  an  absence  of  all  speci- 
fication as  to  the  time  and  the  distance  at  which  the 
Harriett  was  first  seen  from  the  Seringapatam  ?  The 
silence  of  the  Seringapatam  upon  these  points,  it 
appears  to  me,  is  not  undeserving  of  consideration. 

Gentlemen,  it  will  be  for  you  to  consider  whether, 
looking  at  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  there 
was  a  good  look-out  kept  on  board  the  Seringapatam; 
and  whether,  assuming  the  measure  to  have  been 
rightly  adopted,  the  helm  of  the  Seringapatam  was 
put  to  port  at  a  sufficiently  early  period  of  time. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion,  that  the 
Harriett  did  wrong  in  starbording  her  helm.  And 
that  the  Seringapatam,  for  want  of  a  good  look-out, 
(}id  not  port  her  helm  in  due  time. 

Court  pronounced  that  the  damages  should  be 
equally  borne  by  both  parties. 


THE  GREAT  NORTHERN.    Forrest. 


Ill  D§emher. 


npHIS  was  a  suit  for  wages,  promoted  by  the  late  constroction  of 
master  of  this  vessel,  under  the  statute  7  &  8    * ^  Act,  e*" 
Vict.   c.   112.    An   appearance  under  protest  was  ^^i^'^'^^' 
given  by  the  mortgagee  of  the  ship ;  and  the  defence  mw^w,  Uituhe 
to  the  action  was  rested  upon  the  grounds, — 1st,  that  TesMiwere 
the  owners  of  the  Great  Northern  were  not  bank-  SljJjhnlHihIo 
rupts  or  insolvents  within  the  provisions  of  the  act  IJ*^*^^^^"^. 
6  Will.  IV.  c.  14  ;    2ndly,  that  the  act  7  &  8  Vict.  Uon  of  the  «u. 

•^  ttlt6. 
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jg^g  did  not  apply  under  the  eifcumfetances  of  tht  case, 
ut  December,  the  wages  in  question  having  befen  earned  ante^edeM 
The  Great    to  the  time  when  the  act  came  into  opeflhatioii, 

NOBTBERN. 

For  the  mortgagee  Addams  stlbitiitted,  thttt  Ac 
statute  7  &  8  Vict,  had  ali^dy  r^cfeived  a  ji«Mci«I 
interpretation  in  the  cftse  of  tfe  Prhicesd  Royii 
and  the  effect  of  the  deciision  in  that  case  wW,  tiM 
masters  of  vessels  wer6  only  entitled  to  resOrtl^ythis 
Court  for  their  wages,  when  the  o^^ner  faMs  beMM 
bankrupt  or  insolvent  within  th^  strklt  leglii  ioMf- 
pretation  of  the  term.  Iti  the  pfestet  ittttaiMfe,  the 
alleged  bankruptcy  of  the  owners  wte  started  taf  te 
a  bankruptcy  und$r  the  sf&tate  0  Will.  IV.  c.  14, 
which  applies  to  bankruptcies  iti  IrelMd }  and  this 
statute  requires  the  obsefrvtuK^  of  cSertldti  fdrm  th 
constitute  a  bankliiptey  iliider  thfft  act.  TlMf  2MA 
section  provides,  ''  thiit  tUe  itoAkr  shall  find  flk,  ^ 
the  office  of  the  lord  chancellor's  secretary  of  bank- 
rupts, a  declaration  in  writiiig,  properly  signed  dnd 
attested,  that  he  is  insolvent  or  unable  to  meet  hkai- 
gagements;  that  this  declaration  shall  then  be  inserted 
in  the  Dublin  Gazette ;  and  every  such  declaration 
shall,  after  the  insertion  of  such  advertisement,  be  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  committed  by  such  trader  at  the 
time  when  such  declaration  was  filed."  What  follows? 
Why  the  section  then  goes  on  expressly  to  enact; ^'t!ikt 
no  commission  shall  issue  thereupon^  unless  it  be  issued 
out  within  two  calendar  months  next  after"  the  itrnt- 
tion  of  such  advertisement ;  and  unless  such  advertiite- 
ment  shall  have  been  inserted  in  the  Dublin  Gazette 
within  eight  days  after  the  deckration  was  filed ;  aid 
no  docket  shall  be  struck  upon  such  aA  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy before  the  expiration  of  fouf  days  iteil  dter 
the  insertion  of  such  advertisement."     What  are  the 
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(acts  of  this  case  ?  Was  any  commission  taken  out 
within  the  two  months  as  prescribed  by  the  act  ?  No 
auch  thing.  The  only  act  done  by  the  owners,  to 
comply  with  the  requisitions  of  the  act,  was  the  mere 
preliminary  act  of  filing  the  declaration.  This  was 
filed  upon  the  12th  of  May,  and  no  further  act  has 
since  been  done  to  complete  the  bankruptcy.  It 
was  perfectly  obvious,  that  the  circumstances  of  the 
case  did  not  fall  within  the  provisions  of  the  22nd 
section  of  the  statute,  and  that  the  owner  was  not  a 
bankrupt  within  the  strict  legal  meaning  of  the  term; 
that  a  iurther  objection  to  the  master's  claim  to  sue 
in  this  cause  was  suggested  by  the  fact,  that  the 
contract  between  the  owners  and  the  master  was 
extinguished  antecedent  to  the  time  when  the  statute 
7  &  8  Vict,  came  into  operation.  The  act  did  not 
receive  the  royal  assent  until  the  5th  September, 
1844 ;  and  according  to  the  master's  statement,  the 
wages  were  earned  previous  to  September,  1843. 
Whatever  wages,  therefore,  the  master  was  entitled 
to  receive,  could  only  be  recovered  under  the  law  as 
it  existed  at  the  time  the  wages  were  earned,  viz. 
by  a  personal  action  against  the  owners  with  whom 
he  had  made  his  contract.  That  although  in  the 
case  of  the  Repulse  the  Court  had  certainly  laid  it 
down  that  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict,  was,  to  some  in- 
tent, restrospective  in  its  operation,  the  fact  in  this 
case,  that  the  contract  between  the  master  and  the 
owner  of  the  vessel  was  extinguished  at  the  time  the 
act  of  Victoria  came  into  operation,  furnished  a  strong 
difference  between  this  case  and  the  case  of  the  Re- 
pulse. 


1846. 
Isl  December. 

Tub  Great 
NoRinitRif. 


For  the  master,  Bayford  contra.     That  it  was  not 
necessary  to  establish  a  bankruptcy  under  the  act 
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\9t  December, 

Tub  Great 
Northern. 


6  Will.  IV.  It  would  be  sufficient,  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  the  case  within  the  statute  7  &  8  Vict, 
to  show  that  the  owners  of  this  vessel  were  at  the 
present  moment  insolvent,  in  the  legal  acceptation  of 
the  term.  That  this  was  sufficiently  evidenced  in 
the  declaration  of  the  owners  themselves,  which  had 
been  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  bankrupts; 
and  as  this  was  not  only  solemnly  signed  by  the 
owners,  but  was  formally  attested,  it  was  an  instru- 
ment entitled  to  the  highest  consideration.  That 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  case  itself,  there  was 
nothing  to  militate  against  the  decision  already 
pronounced  by  the  Court  in  the  case  of  the  Princess 
Royal ;  and  as  regarded  the  decision  in  the  Repulse, 
although  the  circumstances  of  the  two  cases  might,  in 
some  respects,  be  different,  the  observation  laid  down 
by  the  Court  in  the  outset  of  its  judgment  was  in 
these  words, — "  The  act  in  question  is  necessarily,  in 
some  respects,  retrospective  in  its  effects,  inasmuch 
as  it  applies  to  contracts  made  between  masters  and 
owners  antecedent  to  the  passing  of  the  act."  That 
this  dictum  had  no  exclusive  reference  to  the  case 
immediately  before  the  Court  at  the  time,  but  was 
general  in  its  import ;  and  as  such  was  fairly  appli* 
cable  to  the  claim  set  up  by  the  late  master  of  the 
Great  Northern  in  the  present  instance. 


Judgment. — JDr.  Lushington. 
In  this  case  the  vessel  was  arrested  at  the  suit  of 
the  master,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  7  &  8 
Vict.  c.  112.  An  appearance  has  been  given  under 
protest  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagee  of  the  ship,  and 
tlie  protest  is  mainly  rested  upon  the  averments,  that 
the  owners  of  the  Great  Northern  are  not  bankrupts 
or  insolvents  in  the  strict  legal  acceptation  of  the 


THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 


513 


term ;  and  consequently  the  master  is  not  entitled  to 
sue  in  this  Court  under  the  provisions  of  the  recent 
ict  of  parliament.  In  the  case  of  the  Princess  Royal, 
v^hich  was  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
mortgagee,  I  have  already  decided,  that  the  true 
meaning  and  proper  construction  of  the  statute  is, 
that  in  order  to  establish  the  master's  right  to  sue  in 
this  Court,  the  owner  must  be  a  bankrupt  or  insol- 
irent,  not  in  the  mere  general  acceptation  of  the 
term,  that  is,  unable  to  discharge  his  pecuniary 
obligations,  but  must  be  so  in  the  strict  legal  sense 
of  the  words. 

From  this  decision  it  is  not  my  intention  to  depart 
in  the  present  instance ;  and  the  point  which  I  have 
to  determine  is,  how  far  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  this  case  fairly  fall  within  the  principle  of  this 
decision.  It  is  alleged,  on  behalf  of  the  master,  that 
a  declaration  of  insolvency  was  filed  by  the  owners  of 
the  Great  Northern  about  the  12th  of  May;  that  is, 
about  five  or  six  weeks  before  the  period  when  the 
arrest  of  the  vessel  was  made.  The  question  arises. 
Does  such  a  declaration  per  se  constitute  a  bank- 
ruptcy under  the  act  6  Will.  IV.  c.  14  ?  If  it  be  so, 
the  ship  has  been  properly  arrested,  and  the  suit  has 
been  legally  commenced  by  the  master.  If,  on  the 
contrary,  the  filing  of  such  declaration  was  only  an 
incipient  step  requiring  something  further  to  be  done 
at  a  subsequent  period  to  complete  the  bankruptcy, 
and  if  this  further  act  has  not  been  done  and  cannot 
now  be  done,  it  is  clear,  in  my  opinion,  that  the 
owners  of  this  vessel  would  not  be  bankrupts  within 
the  true  intention  of  the  Bankruptcy  law  of  Ireland. 
In  order  to  solve  this  question,  I  must  now  refer  to 
the  22nd  section  of  the  act.  This  section  provides  in 
these  wordS) — "  That  if  any  such  trader  shall  file,  in 


1846. 
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1846.       the  office  of  the  lord  chancellor's  secretary  of  bank- 

; — —  rupts,  a  declaration  in  writing,  signed  by  such  trader 

NoRTHsat!    i^d  attested  by  an  attorney  or  solicitor  that  he  is 
insolvent" — the    word     insolvent,     I    would    here 
observe,  is  used,  not  in  a  technical,  but  a  general 
sense — "or   unable   to  meet  his  engagements,  the 
said  secretary  of  bankrupts  shall  sign  a  memorandum 
tliat  such  declaration  hath  been  filed,  which  memo- 
randum shall   be  authority  for  the   printer  of  the 
Dublin  Gazette  to  insert  an  advertisement  of  such 
declaration    therein  ;     and   every  such    declaratio& 
shall,    after  such   advertisement   inserted   as  afore- 
said, be  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed   by  such 
trader,  at  the  time  when  such  declaration  was  filed." 
What,  now,  according  to  the  meaning  of  this  section, 
is  the  effect  of  sucli  a  declaration  being  signed  ?    The 
effect  is  distinctly  stated  and  defined  by  the  words  of 
the  act,  viz.  "  that  it  amounts  to  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
upon  the  {)art  of  the  person  so  making  the  declaration." 
Does  this  constitute  a  bankruptcy  in  the  legal  ac- 
ceptation of  the  term  ?     Most  clearly  not.     There  is, 
I  apprehend,  a  very  wide  difference  between  a  person 
being  a  bankrupt  and  committing  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    The  22nd  section  then  proceeds  to  enact, 
^^  that  no  commission  shall  issue  thereon  unless  it  be 
sued  out  within  two  calendar  mouths  next  after  the 
insertion   of  such   advertisement,   and   unless   such 
advertisement  shall  have  been  inserted  in  the  Dublin 
Gazette  within  eight  days  after  such  declaration  was 
filed."     How  far  do  the  facts  of  this  case  establish  a 
compliance  with  these  further  requisites  provided  in 
the  22nd  section  ? 

According  to  the  statement  which  is  before  me, 
and  which  statement  is  altogether  uncontradicted, 
it  appears  that  no  act  whatever  was   done  by  the 
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mm^fs  of  the  iteml  suhe^uent  Xo  ike  .fiUng  ,tbe    ^^^  iet«6r.. 
^oqtofVltiQii  of  insolvency.     It  is  perfectly  cl^ar  tliftt    j^^^q^^^^ 
\o  ccmittJusBiou  b^  been  3ued  out  within  the  two    nortderk. 
iQiKtii^  #p<^ifi^  by  ihe  statute ;  and  no  such  cqvfk- 
QW9Jon.|$W  by  (possibility  be  ^ued  out  now^,  the  two 
DQHtbs  hsLYvag  exfHred.     Under  th^se  civQ\km»ts^c^9 
t  m  iiiipossible  for  me  to  designate  the  ownecs  of 
{ijs  vessel  b^nlurupts  under  the  act  of  piarliament  4 
^111.  jy.     With  i^pect  to  the  argument  which  was 
Aiaed  hy:tl|«e  learned  eouosel  for  the  master,  that  the 
Imlimtion  of  the  owners'  insolvency  was  of  itself 
•liiKi^iient  ito  give  the  master,  a  p^sona  stan4i  to  pro- 
ceed in  the  eause,  I  at  once  dispose  of  it  in  the 
^bsorvation,  that  the  insolvency  mentioned  in, the 
iMlamtion  is  an  insolvency,  not  in  the  teQhm<i^l,  but 
Ipeneral  sense  of  the  term.     As  I  c<Hisider  myself 
XHipd.to  adhere  to  the  decision  I  have  c^lready  given 
pthe.ease  of  the  Princess  Royal,  I  mu9t  hold,  th;^t 
Mich  an 'insolvency,  if  proved,  would  not  be  sufficient 
ntiie  presi^nt  instance.   I  must,  therefore,  come  to  Uie 
soadusion  that  >t)ie  vessel  hs^  been  illegally  arrestoid, 
wii  that  the  protest  of  the  mortgagee  against  any 
nrther  proceedings  in  the  oause  must  be  sustained. 


THE  GAZELLE. 

17«/i  December* 

TN   this. case. the  Dispatch,  a  schwwi'  of  S8  tuns — 

bur^u,  whilst  on  her  voy:age  from  S^nderl^nd  proceeding  at 
to  Ipswich,  iWkn  with  coals,  was  run  into  by  the  "^'i'j^^'a 
OaMlle  about  ten  miles  to  the  soutliw^rd  of  the  Ond-  ;}*;2[„^«|;^  ^^^e"* 
geon  Light,  and  was  eventually  sunk.  damage. 

The  statement  of  the  Dispatch  was,  that  she  was 


The 
Gazelle. 
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1846.        close  hauled  on  the  starboard  tack,  and  was  proceed- 
^"^  !l  ing  at  the  rate  of  about  three  knots  an  hour,  tiie  wmd 
blowing  stiff,  and  the  night  being  dark  and  thick,  with 
rain.     That  seeing  the  approach  of  the  steamer  she 
hoisted  a  light,  and  hailed  the  steamer  to  port  her  helm, 
the  schooner  keeping  her  own  course  as  she  was  bound 
to  do.     That  the  light  was  hoisted  in  sufficient  time 
to  enable  the  steamer  to  take  the  necessary  measures 
to  avoid  the  collision ;  but  the  steamer  continued  her 
course  at  the  rate  of  about  nine  knots  an  hour,  and 
ported  her  helm  only  at  the  last  moment,  when  the 
two  vessels  were  close  upon  each  other.    That,  sedng 
a  collision  was  inevitable,  the  schooner,  in  order  to 
lighten  the  force  of  the  blow,  starboarded  her  hehn, 
and  immediately  afterwards  the  steamer  struck  the 
schooner  on  her  starboard  bow  with  such  force  that 
she  eventually  filled  and  sunk,  the  crew  getting  on 
board  the  steamer.     That  the  collision  was  entirely 
occasioned  by  the  default  of  the  steamer  in  not  keep- 
ing a  good  look-out,  and  in  proceeding  upon  such  a 
night  at  the  speed  at  which  she  was  going.    That  she 
should  have  ported  her  helm  sooner,  and  should  ha^e 
eased  or  stopped  her  engines  in  the  first  instance. 

On  the  part  of  the  steamer  it  was  denied,  that  any 
hailing  was  heard  from  the  schooner  by  the  persons 
on  board  the  steamer ;  and  the  defence  was  mainly 
rested  upon  the  averment,  that  the  two  vessels  were 
approaching  each  other  upon  a  dark  night  stem  on, 
and,  by  the  regulations  laid  down  by  the  Trinity 
House,  both  vessels  were  bound  to  have  ported  their 
helms.  That  the  schooner  by  her  own  admission 
put  her  helm  astarboard,  and  the  collision  was  occa- 
sioned by  her  mismanagement  and  want  of  skill  in  so 
doing. 
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The  case  was  argued  before  Trinity  Masters  by —   j^^^  u^f^ter. 

The 

Jenner  and  Deane  for  the  owners  of  the  Dispatch.     Gamlli. 

Addams  and  Phillimore  for  the  owners  of  the 
Gazelle. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 

Gentlemen, — I  must  trouble  you  with  a  few  obser- 
vations with  respect  to  the  rules  which  have  been  laid 
down  for  the  navigation  of  vessels  by  the  Trinity  House 
Board,  in  order  that  we  may  clearly  understand  what 
those  rules  are,  and  whether  I  have  rightly  compre- 
hended them  or  have  been  in  error  upon  former  occa- 
sions of  this  kind. 

The  first  regulation  is,  that  sailing  vessels  having 
the  wind  free  shall  give  way  to  those  on  a  wind ;  by 
the  term  giving  way  is  meant,  I  apprehend,  that  they 
shall  get  out  of  the  way  by  whatever  measures  are 
proper  for  the  purpose,  either  by  porting  or  starboard- 
ing the  helm,  as  the  occasion  shall  require.  The  next 
rule  is,  that  when  both  vessels  are  going  by  the  wind 
the  vessel  on  the  starboard  tack  shall  keep  her  wind 
on,  and  the  vessel  on  the  larboard  tack  shall  bear  up, 
thereby  passing  each  other  on  the  larboard  tack.  In 
this  case  the  two  vessels,  you  perceive,  are  similarly 
situated;  and  the  rule,  it  appears  to  me,  is  wisely 
framed  to  prevent  either  vessel  from  dodging  from 
one  side  to  the  other,  through  misapprehension  or 
doubt  as  to  the  course  which  the  other  vessel  would 
pursue.  It  is  next  provided,  that  where  both  vessels 
have  the  wind  large  or  abeam  they  shall  pass  each 
other  in  the  same  way,  viz.  on  the  larboard  side. 
This  rule,  I  conceive,  was  also  framed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  avoiding  uncertainty ;  and  in  order  to  eflfect 
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1846^^  the  purpose  in  both  CBsee,  it  is  ;iieoe9«argr  4bat  ?the  hehn 
should  be  put  aport.  So  much  for  the  regulations 
G^BLLB.  ^^  down  by  the  Trinity  House  Board  ior  the  navi- 
gation of  sailing  vessels.  I  now  come  to  another  re- 
gulation which  applies  morte  .exalueiyely  to  the  jcon- 
duct  of  steam-vessels ;  and  this  rule  is  laid  dawn  to 
the  following  effect,  that  as  all  steam- vessels  are  to  be 
considered  as  vessels  navigating  with  a  *&ir  wind,  they 
are  bound  to  give  way  to  vessds  sailing  on  a  wind  on 
either  tack.  Where  a  steamer  meets  another  stMiner 
or  a  sailing  vessel  going  large,  wh^i  the  itwo 
are  on  difiarent  eourses,  and  must  neoeesarily 
each  other  so  near  that  by  continuing  their  raspeetife 
courses  there  would  be  risk  of  their  coming  into  col- 
lision, each  vessel  shall  put  her  helm  to  port,  8o  as  to 
pass  on  the  larboard  side  of  eadi  other :  this  last  re- 
gulation, it  is  obvious,  does  not  apply  to  tfaa  present 
case.  The  case  which  we  are  now  considering  is  the 
case  of  a  steam-vessel  meeting  a  sailing  vesed  mi  a 
wind;  and  in  such  a  case  it  is  an  undoubted  pfopo- 
sition,  that  the  steamer  is  bound  to  give  way  whe^er 
the  sailing  vessel  be  upon  the  starboard  or  the  lariMSid 
tack.  What  then  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  giving 
way?  I  have  already  stated  my  own  impraasiflii, 
that  it  means  getting  out  of  the  way  by  any  measuse 
that  the  occasion  may  require;  and  •!  am  notawaie 
of  any  expression  that  has  ever  fidlen  inmtany  of  die 
gentlemen  by  whom  1  have  so  ofteQ'been  assisted  in 
these  cases,  th^  it  means  putting  the '  helm  to  port 
tinder  all  circumstances.  iLet  us  now  consider  wfait 
are  the  circumstances  under  which  this  collision,  task 
place.  The  Dispatch,  a  schooner  of  86  tons,  lada 
with  coals,  was  proceeding  on  the  starboard  tack  to 
the  east,  the  wind  being  at  the  time,  according  to- the 
admission  of  botli  parties  in  the  suit,  from  S.  and  by 
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W.  to  S^.W. ;  and  it  beii^  further  admitted  bf  tbe 
Gaselle  herself,  that  the  wind  was  blowing  8tttr»*aiid 
the  wedlher  daric  and  thiok,  with  nia.  The  ooume  qJJH^ 
of  the  Gazelle,  according  <to  her  own  statement,  was 
N.N.W.  half  W^  and  she  was  proceeding  at  the  rate  of 
between  &i»e  and  ten  Itnots  an  hour.  The  statement 
o{  -tbe  Gazelle  then  goes  on  to  aver,  that  the  ipersons 
on  board  the  Gazelle  saw  a  light  on  the  larboard  bow, 
and  the  mate  of  the  Gazelle  ordered  the  steersman 
to  (port  the  helm,  which  was  accordingly  done ;  and 
inunadiately  afterwards  the  two  vessels  came  into 
o(41ision,  the  bowsprit  of  the  schooner  striking  the 
GaEelle  on  the  larboard  rail,  about  ten  fiset  before  the 
paddle-box.  According  to  this  statement  it  would 
appear,  that  the  moment  a  light  was  seen  the  helm 
(d  the  steamer  was  put  to  port,  and  immediately 
afterwards  the  collision  took  plaee.  This'Statemyent  is 
not  contradicted  on  the  part  of  the  Dispatch ;  but  she  . 
states  what  I  conceive  to  be  an  important  ingredient 
in  the  ease,  and  deserving  of  your  consideration,  that 
upon  seeing  the  Gazelle  closing  upon  lier,  she  star- 
boarded her  helm,  and  hailed  the  steamer  to  put  her 
helm  aport.  With  respect  to  the  last  averment,  jou 
will  observe,  that  it  is  expressly  denied  on  the  part 
of  the  Gazelle  that  smy  hailing  was  heard  from  the 
seho<Hier.  Consequently,  if  any  error  was  committed 
by  the  persons  on  board  the  schooner  in  so  hailing 
the  steamer,  it  was  an  error  that  could  not  have  in- 
fluenced the  measures  adopted  by  the  steamer,  aad 
was  not  in  any  degree  the  cause  of  the  collision.  The 
Brst  question  then  is,  whether  upon  sudh  a  night,  the 
Gazelle  being  in  a  part  of  the  sea  which  is  much  fre- 
quetited  by  colliers,  it  was  consisteat  with  prudence, 
and  a  due  regard  to  the  lives  and  property  of  others, 
that  she  should  have  been  proceeding  at  the  speed  of 
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1846.        between  nine  and  ten  knots  an  hour?      The  next 

- —^'  question  is  more  peculiarly  addressed  to  your  nautical 

Ga»llb«  skill  and  experience,  viz.  whether  as  soon  as  the  light 
was  seen  by  the  persons  on  board  the  Gazelle,  the  helm 
of  that  vessel  should  have  been  ported  or  a  different 
measure  should  have  been  adopted, — in  other  words, 
whether  the  exhibition  of  the  light  did  not  convey  such 
an  intimation  of  the  close  proximity  of  another  ves- 
sel as  rendered  it  obligatory  upon  the  steamer  to  ease 
or  stop  her  engines,  or  put  the  helm  at  once  to  star- 
board or  to  port.  If  you  shall  be  of  opinion,  that  in 
any  of  these  respects  the  steamer  either  did  that  which 
she  ought  not  to  have  done  or  omitted  to  do  what  she 
ought  to  have  done, — ^in  either  case  the  owners  of  the 
Gazelle  must  be  responsible  to  a  certain  extent  for  the 
damage  in  question.  So  much  for  the  conduct  of  the 
Gazelle.  With  regard  to  the  schooner,  if  you  are 
.  of  opinion,  that  the  helm  was  put  astarboard  impro- 
perly or  before  there  was  any  necessity  for  so  doing, 
and  the  adoption  of  that  measure  in  any  manner 
contributed  to  occasion  the  collision,  the  consequence 
in  law  must  be,  that  both  vessels  are  to  blame,  and  the 
loss  must  be  divided  between  them. 

The  Trinity  Masters  expressed  their  opinion,  that 
the  starboarding  the  helm  of  the  schooner  and  the 
collision  were  simultaneous;  and  that  the  schooner 
was  exonerated  from  all  blame.  They  were  also  of 
opinion,  that  the  steamer  acted  imprudently  in  pro- 
ceeding with  so  much  speed  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  that  she  did  not  take  the  necessary 
measures  to  avoid  the  collision. 

Damage  pronounced  for,  with  costs. 
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THE  WILLIAM.  „  »««• 

13(A  January, 

npmS  was  a  claim  for  salvage,  promoted  by  the  By  the  strict 

owners  and  crews  of  two  yawls  belonging  to  where  a  tender 
Great  Yarmouth,  for  services  rendered  to  this  vessel  '^^f^^, 
in  getting  her  oflf  the  Scroly  Sand  upon  the  7th  of  tfterwards  been 
October  last.    The  value  of  the  ship,  cargo  and  freight  ficJent  tender, 
was  £3820,  and  the  services  of  the  alleged  salvors  i-JlutoTin^ 
lasted  about  two  hours  and  a  half,  the  weather  being  ^^^ "" 
fine  at  the  time.    A  tender  of  £100  was  made  by  the  .  TheincUna- 
owners,  and  the  tender  was  rejected.  conrt,  boUfer, 

The  case  was  argued  by  r^iiTJET 

regidity  in  til 


Qwen's  Advocate  and  Rohinson  for  the  salvors.         Tender  pro- 

noanoedfor. 


Jenner  and  Bayford  contrk. 

The  Court  upon  the  merits  decided  that  the  tender 
was  sufficient;  and  in  reference  to  the  question  of 
costs,  as  applying  generally  to  this  class  of  cases,  the 
learned  judge  observed  to  the  following  eflfect : — 

I  entertain  some  difficulty  with  respect  to  the  ques- 
tion of  costs.  As  a  general  position  of  law,  it  is  un- 
doubtedly the  rule  of  this  Court  that  salvors  are  liable 
to  a  condemnation  in  the  costs  where  a  tender  has 
been  rejected,  and  has  afterwards  been  adjudged  a 
sufficient  tender.  This  rule  has  been  framed  not 
with  a  view  to  the  punishment  of  the  salvors,  but  as 
a  matter  of  justice  to  the  other  parties  in  the  suit : 
and  in  the  practice  of  other  Courts  I  apprehend  the 
principle  of  the  rule  is  carried  out  to  the  fullest 
extent.  I  have  considered  with  some  care  how  far 
in  the  proceedings  of  this  Court  it  is  desirable  that 
this  rule  should  be  generally  and  uniformly  applied. 


but  without 
ooett. 
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The 
William. 


The  result  of  the  consideration  is,  that  I  should 
feel  great  reluctance  in  applying  the  rule  with  full 
rigidity  in  all  cases ;  and  for  this  reason,  viz.  that 
there  is  something  loose  and  indefinite  in  the  Tery 
nature  of  all  salvage  transactions,  which  renders  it 
difficult  for  the  best  constituted  minds,  when  judging 
of  their  own  merits,  to  determine  with  nicety  the  real 
value  and  extent  of  their  services.  Where  a  tender 
has  been  made  which  is  upon  the  face  of  it  so  am}^ 
and  so  liberal  as  to  put  beyond  doubt  the  proprielj 
of  its  acceptance,  the  rule  of  the  Ckmrt  must  be 
applied  in  all  its  rigour.  In  the  present  ease, 
although  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  tender 
ought  to  have  been  accepted,  yet  at  the  same  time, 
looking  at  the  value  of  the  property  and  at  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  I  do  not  think  I  ought  to 
deprive  the  salvors  of  all  reward,  which  I  should  in 
effect  do  by  condemning  them  in  the  costs  of  these 
proceedings.  I  do  not  consider  that  it  would  be  for 
the  interest  of  the  public  to  strain  the  principle  of  law, 
with  respect  to  costs,  by  so  harsh  an  application  of  it 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  In  prononndng, 
therefore,  for  the  tender  I  must  decline  to  make  any 
order  as  to  costs. 


IZth  January, 

MonitioD  for  an 
tttachment 
refased,  agaiott 
a  receiver  of 
droits  of  Admi- 
ralty under  the 
act  9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  99,  for  re- 
futing to  give 
up  the  posses- 


THE  TRITONIA. 

Motion. 

TN  this  case  the  Court  was  moved  to  decree  an 
attachment  against  a  receiver  of  droits  of  Admi- 
ralty, appointed  under  the  act  9  &  10  Vict,  c  99, 
for  refusing  to  give  up  the  possessicm  of  a  Tessd 
under  the  following  circumstances : — 

It  was  stated  in  the  proceedings  in  the  case,  that 
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lie  reBsel  hafing  rtm  ashom  to  the  westiwaid'  of       im?. 
Makeney  Point,  was  abandooedi  by  ber  magler  and     *    •»»*'^- 


;rew  at  6  p.m.  of  the  18th  December  last;  and  f„^,^. 
i^as  discovered  on  the  bar  of  Blakeney  Harbour,  sionofavesaei 
l>y  some  Waybom  fishermen,  who  had<  put  off  to  ^e^^^gj/^. 
lieir  assistance.  That  in  the  oonis^  of  the  same  Hct  and  retained 
EDoniing  the  consignees  of  the  cargo,  heariiig  tivat  for  expenses  had 
die  vessel  was  stranded,  sent  down  a  number  of  men  ^°  *®'^'^' 
R»r  the  purpose  of  getting  her  off.  These  mesi, 
in  conjunction  with  the  fi^ermen^  were  occupied 
Ittring  the  19th  and  20th*  in  lighteni^  the  cafgo  of 
tfaa  riiip^  whiob  counted  of  railroad  iron.  TK$it 
apon  the  S^lst  the  vessel,  having  been  silffi<rieii% 
lightened,  was  towed  off  ODid  craried  into  Blakeney 
1^  the  asristance  of  a  steam  tug  belonging  to  the 
Mfnfiignees  of  the  cargo,  where  she  was  again  tadten 
pMseMo»  of  by  the  master,  who  was  abo  a  part 
vwner.  That  during  the  aftemooii  of  the  32nd, 
d^*.P.^  who  represented  himself  as  dqMity  receive  of 
Iraits  of  Admiralty,,  accompanied  by  a  notaory  pablits 
xsrved  at  Blakeney,  and  elaiming  the  ship  sis 
Jevelkt,  under  the  Wreck  and  Salvi^  Act,  9  &  10 
Viak.  c.  99,  turned  the  rnast^  and  erew  out  imd  took 
possesRon  of  her  themselves.  It  was  also  further 
stated^  that  upon  the  24lh  Deeemb^  the  vessel  was 
urested  under  a  warrant  of  this  Coart,  by  the 
Waybom  fishermen,  in  a  cause  of  salvage ;  and  bail 
baving  been  given,  a  supersedeas  was  issued;  but 
khtt  notwithstanding  sneh  supersedeas,  the  deputy 
receiver  of  droits  refused  to  give  up  the  vessel,  and 
persisted  in  retaining  his  possession  until  certain 
jemands,  contained  in  an  account  delivered  to  the 
owners,  were  satisfied. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Addams  moved  the 
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1847.        Court  to  decree  an  attachment  against  the  receiver 
\ztk  Jmnuary.  ^^^  ^  contcmpt,  in  rcfusing  to  obey  the  supersedeas 
T.^Hi..     of  the  Court, 

Per  Curiam. 
What  jurisdiction  have  I  to  interfere  in  this 
matter?  The  supersedeas  which  has  been  issued 
by  the  Court  is  only  to  supersede  the  effect  of  its 
own  warrant  of  arrest,  which  had  been  previously 
issued.  If  that  supersedeas  had  been  resisted,  I 
would  assuredly  have  attached  the  party ;  but  the 
application  in  the  present  instance  rektes  to  a  matter 
totelly  different.  It  is  in  its  nature  an  applicaticm 
in  a  cause  of  possession,  with  which  I  have  no  powcf 
or  authority  to  deal  in  the  summary  manner  su^ 
gested.  The  act  of  parliament,  9  &  10  Vict,  gives 
me  no  jurisdiction  over  the  receivers  of  droits  ap- 
pointed  under  that  statute ;  and  if  the  party  against 
whom  this  complaint  is  now  made  has  been  guilty 
of  a  dereliction  of  duty  in  seizing  and  retaining  thk 
vessel,  the  remedy  of  the  owners  must,  in  my  opinion, 
be  sought,  either  by  a  representation  of  the  facts  to 
the  Lords  of  the  Admiralty,  or  by  bringing  an  action 
in  a  coui*t  of  common  law.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  I  have  no  authority  to  interfere  in  the  matter, 
and  I  must  consequently  reftise  the  motion. 

A  tender  of  £100  was  subsequently  made  in  acts 
of  Court  for  the  services  of  the  fishermen.  This 
tender  was  refused;  and  upon  the  10th  day  of  May 
the  cause  for  salvage  came  on  for  hearing,  when  the 
case  was  argued  by 

Robinson  and  Jenner  for  the  salvors. 
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Addams  and  Ttviss  for  the  owners.  i847. 

\3th  January, 


The  answer  to  the  act  on  petition,  with  a  view  of 
again  bringing  the  conduct  of  the  receiver  of  the 
droits  of  Admiralty  under  the  notice  of  the  Court, 
in  the  conclusion  of  the  plea  averred,  "  That  on  the 
afternoon  of  the  22nd,  whilst  the  schooner  was  lying 
at  the  quay  with  her  remaining  cargo  under  the  care 
of  the  consignees,  and  her  master  being  then  in 
possession  of  her,  Mr.  S.  Palmer,  of  Great  Yarmouth, 
deputy  receiver  of  droits,  accompanied  by  a  notary 
public,  arrived  at  Blakeney,  and  by  threats  of  certain 
penalties,  under  the  act  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  99,  com- 
pelled the  master  to  make  an  affidavit  as  to  his 
having  abandoned  the  vessel  on  the  18th  December; 
and,  on  obtaining  such  affidavit,  forcibly  seized  and 
took  the  schooner  with  her  cargo  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  master,  without  any  lawful  warrant  from 
the  magistrate,  as  having  been  derelict.  That  the 
owners,  being  unable  otherwise  to  recover  possession 
of  the  vessel  and  cargo,  have  been  compelled  to  pay 
Mr.  S.  Palmer  £76 :  15s.  6d.  to  procure  their  release. 
That  the  principal  salvors  were  the  Blakeney  fisher- 
men and  the  steamboat.  That  the  Sheringham 
fishermen  had  neither  the  means  nor  power  of  them- 
selves to  get  her  off  or  land  her  cargo ;  and  that 
they  were  induced  solely  at  the  instance  of  Mr. 
Clark,  without  ever  applying  to  the  owners  for  any 
compensation,  then  and  there  on  the  spot  to  permit 
Mr.  Clark  to  send  off  an  Admiralty  warrant,  and  to 
institute  this  suit.  That  the  Blakeney  fishermen, 
fifty-eight  in  number,  have  received  £150  for  their 
services,  and  her  owners  have  agreed  to  receive  £50 
for  the  services  of  the  steamboat." 

VOL.  II.  N  N 


Tni 
Tbitokla. 
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\Zth  January, 

Tbs 
Tritonia. 


Judgment. — Dr.  Lushing  ton. 
It  is  no  part  of  my  duty,  in  the  present  instance, 
to  take  into  consideration  some  of  the  circumstances 
which  have  been  imported  into  the  case,  and  which 
do  not  properly  belong  to  the  jurisdiction  which  I 
exercise.  The  only  question  which  I  have  to  decide 
is  whether  the  sum  of  £100,  which  has  been  tendered, 
is  a  sufficient  remuneration  for  the  services  which 
have  been  rendered  to  this  ship  and  cargo.  I  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  conduct  of  Mr.  Palmer;  I 
have  nothing  to  do  with  a  receiver  of  droits  appointed 
under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  parliament.  Whe- 
ther he  has  demanded  what  is  just  or  unjust,  is  not 
for  this  Court  to  determine.  I  stated  upon  a  former 
occasion,  and  I  did  not  expect  to  be  called  upon 
to  repeat  that  opinion,  that  if  Mr.  Palmer  had  been 
guilty  of  a  dereliction  of  his  duty,  in  seizing  and 
retaining  this  vessel,  the  complaint  must  be  made  to 
another  tribunal  competent  to  decide  the  case  and  to 
afford  redress,  and  not  to  this  Court,  which  has  no 
authority  to  entertain  or  any  means  of  determining 
the  question.  I  dismiss,  therefore,  altogether  from 
my  consideration  the  alleged  misconduct  of  Mr. 
Palmer,  as  utterly  irrelevant  to  the  issue  in  the 
cause;  and  I  also  dismiss  the  attempt  which  has 
been  made  upon  the  present  occasion  to  apologize  for 
the  introduction  of  this  irrelevant  matter,  namely, 
that  a  petty  sum  of  £76  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the 
whole  value  of  the  property,  supposing  Mr.  Palmer 
was  justified  in  his  demand.  The  salvors,  in  my 
opinion,  are  entitled  to  be  remunerated  out  of  the 
whole  value  of  the  property,  without  reference  to  any 
thing  which  has  been  done  by  Mr.  Palmer  or  any 
other  person. 
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What,  then,  are  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  are  i847. 
disclosed  in  the  proceedings  in  the  cause?  The  ^^'* J<'^»'^- 
vessel,  it  appears,  was  laden  with  a  heavy  cargo  of  '^"" 
railroad  iron,  and  was  proceeding  from  Cardiff  to  ■™'"" 
Wells,  when  she  was  abandoned  by  her  master  and 
crew  upon  the  evening  of  the  18th  of  December  last. 
The  coast  guard  at  Sheringham  having  conveyed  to 
some  fishermen  of  that  place  the  tidings  of  the 
abandonment,  a  boat,  manned  with  a  crew  of  nine- 
teen hands,  was  launched,  and  rowed  (the  state  of  the 
wind  rendering  it  impossible  to  sail)  towards  the  place 
where  the  derelict  was  reported  to  be ;  and  at  half 
past  five  on  the  following  morning  the  vessel  was 
discovered  lying  upon  her  larboard  side  on  Blakeney 
outer  bank,  striking  heavily,  and  in  a  situation  which 
it  is  admitted  by  the  master  himself  in  his  protest  to 
have  been  one  of  great  danger.  The  salvors  having 
so  found  the  vessel,  proceeded  to  render  such  assist- 
ance as  under  existing  circumstances  they  could 
supply.  The  pumps  being  broken,  they  set  to  work, 
in  the  first  instance,  to  bale  out  the  water, .  and, 
according  to  the  master's  admission  in  the  protest, 
she  had  at  the  time  of  her  abandonment  not  less 
than  five  feet  of  water  in  her  hold.  They  then  sent 
(a  very  proper  measure  in  my  opinion)  to  inform 
the  consignee  of  the  cargo  of  the  situation  in 
which  the  vessel  was  placed;  and  that  gentleman 
having  dispatched  a  number  of  additional  hands  to 
assist  in  unlading  the  cargo,  they  continued  in  co- 
operation with  these  persons  to  unlade  the  vessel 
until  the  morning  of  the  21st,  when  at  seven  a.m.  she 
was  towed  off  by  the  assistance  of  a  steamboat,  and 
towed  into  Blakeney  Harbour.  A  suggestion  was 
raised  in  the  argument,  that  these  fishermen,  without 
the  assistance  of  the  additional  hands  supplied  by  the 
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consignee  of  the  cargo,  would  have  been  utterly  in- 
competent to  rescue  the  vessel  and  the  whole  of  her 
cargo.  That  is  a  theoretical  question,  into  which  I  do 
not  think  it  necessary  to  enter.  I  shall  look  to  the  ser- 
vices which  have  been  actually  performed,  and  not  to 
those  which  by  possibility  might  have  been  required. 
Looking  to  those  services,  they  do,  I  conceive,  most 
satisfactorily  establish  a  case  of  considerable  merit 
upon  the  part  of  the  salvors  in  the  present  instance.  1 
think  it  an  ingredient  of  merit,  not  of  disparagement, 
that  they  allowed  the  Blakeney  men  to  co-operate  in 
unlading  the  cargo.  I  think  also  that  this  merit 
has  been  further  enhanced  by  the  prompt  informa- 
tion conveyed  to  the  consignee  of  the  cargo  respect- 
ing the  situation  of  the  ship,  and  the  utter  absence  d 
any  attempt  to  remain  on  board  the  vessel  beyond 
the  period  during  which  their  services  were  strictly 
requisite. 

I  am  always  desirous  to  hold  out  to  salvors, 
whether  the  case  be  one  of  derelict  or  of  simple 
salvage,  the  expediency  of  not  standing  by  their 
strict  rights,  but  to  deliver  over  to  the  masters  or 
owners,  at  the  earliest  moment  in  which  it  can  be 
done  with  safety,  the  property  of  which  they  are  in 
charge ;  provided  always  that  the  salvors,  in  the 
first  instance,  have  adequate  security  for  that  reward 
to  which  they  may  be  found  ultimately  entitled. 
I  do  not  consider  it  necessary  to  discuss  all  those 
minor  points  which  have  been  agitated  in  the  plead- 
ings, but  which  have,  I  think,  wisely  been  omitted 
by  the  counsel  on  either  side  in  the  argument  of  the 
case.  It  is  sufficient  to  observe,  that  the  service 
which  has  been  performed  is  a  meretorious  service, 
entitling  the  salvors  to  a  salvage  remuneration. 
Through  their  instrumentality  the  vessel  was  light- 
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ened,  a  sufficiency  of  the  cargo  was  landed,  and  the 
remainder  brought  in  safety  into  Blakeney  Harbour. 
With  regard  to  the  arrest  of  the  vessel  by  Mr.  Clark 
as  agent  for  the^  salvors,  I  apprehend  that  every 
salvor  is  entitled,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  resort  to 
this  Court,  if  he  thinks  fit  so  to  do ;  and  that  he  is 
not  compelled  to  enter  into  a  preliminary  negotiation 
with  the  master  or  the  owners  of  the  ship  and  cargo. 
It  may,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  be  beneficial 
to  himself  and  the  owners  that  he  should  do  so  ;  but 
as  a  matter  of  right,  especially  in  a  case  of  derelict, 
the  salvors  are  entitled  to  resort  here  to  enforce  their 
demands;  in  other  words,  the  law  entitles  them  to  say, 
We  will  have  the  judgment  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  remuneration 
which  we  ought  to  receive,  we  will  not  negotiate. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  as  the  owners  of  the 
steamer  are  content  to  receive  £50  only  as  the  remu- 
neration for  the  assistance  of  their  vessel,  and  as  the 
Blakeney  men  have  been  satisfied  by  the  payment  of 
£150  for  their  services,  the  Court  must  form,  from 
these  facts  in  the  case,  a  criterion  of  the  comparative 
value  of  the  services  rendered  by  the  asserted  salvors. 
I  do  not,  in  any  measure,  accede  to  this  suggestion, 
I  do  not  know  why  the  sum  of  £50  was  given  to  the 
owners  of  the  steamer ;  still  less  do  I  know  upon 
what  principle  the  Blakeney  men  have  estimated 
their  services.  This,  however,  I  do  know,  that  they 
do  not  stand  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  Shering- 
ham  fishermen ;  on  the  contrary,  that  as  the  latter 
persons  first  boarded  this  vessel  when  she  was  a 
derelict  and  abandoned,  they  possess  a  title  superior 
to  that  of  the  Blakeney  men  in  every  sense  of  the 
word.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  then, 
looking  at  the  season  of  the  year  when  this  service 
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was  rendered,  looking  also  to  the  peril  in  which  the 
vessel  was  placed,  and  remembering  that  she  was  a 
derelict,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  tender  which  has 
been  made  is  not  an  adequate  remuneration,  and  that 
I  shall  not  exceed  the  justice  of  the  case  by  allotting 
an  additional  £100.  Of  course  the  costs  must  follow, 
and  if  they  fall  heavily  upon  the  owners,  they  have 
to  blame  themselves  for  introducing  this  mass  of 
matter,  which  is  wholly  irrelevant  with  respect  to 
Mr.  Palmer  and  Mr.  Clark. 


712nd  Fibrvary. 

Objectiont  to 
tbe  report  of 
the  Registrar 
■od  merchaoti 
ID  a  caie  of 
damage  by  col- 
lision. 

All  the  ob- 
jectioDs  with 
one  exception 
overruled. 

Objection 
austained,  that 
the  repairs  of 
the  damaged 
vessel  were 
paid  for  upon 
the  25th  of  Jan- 
uary J  845;  and 
interest  was 
allowed  by  tbe 
Registiar  to  run 
only  from  the 
15th  of  May, 
1846,  on  whirh 
day  the  damage 
was  pronoun<^ 
for. 

Report  di- 
rected to  be 
amended  with 
respect  to  this 
item. 

Each  party 
to  pay  their  own 


THE  HEBE.     Mosey. 

T^HE  question  in  this  case  was  raised  upon  the  ob- 
jections which  were  taken  to  the  report  of  the 
Registrar  and  merchants  in  a  cause  of  damage  by 
collision. 

The  objections  to  the  Registrar's  report,  as  set  forth 
in  the  act  on  petition,  were  to  the  following  eflfect:— 
That  the  collision  took  place  on  the  3rd  December, 
1844.  That  after  the  collision  the  schooner  was 
assisted  into  Portsmouth,  from  whence,  after  havmg 
been  repaired,  she  sailed  for  Yarmouth.  That  shortly 
after  the  collision  G.  P.,  the  owner  of  the  schooner, 
authorized  Captain  Clifton  to  proceed  from  Yarmouth 
to  Portsmouth  to  superintend  the  repairs ;  and  that 
he  proceeded  there  accordingly,  and  remained  at 
Portsmouth  until  the  completion  of  the  repairs,  viz. 
the  7th  of  February,  1845.  That  in  the  account  of 
damages  and  expenses  submitted  to  the  Registrar  and 
merchants  a  claim  for  £22 :  Is.  6d.  for  the  expenses 
of  the  said  Captain*C.,  and  of  £21  for  his  loss  of 
time,  was  made;  but  that  the  Registrar  and  merchants 
have  disallowed  the  whole  thereof,  on  the  ground 
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that  Messrs.  Garrat  &  Gibbon,  of  Portsmouth,  acted  i847. 
as  the  agents  of  the  owner,  the  said  G.  P.  That  the  — — L!!!I^* 
only  manner  in  which  Messrs.  Garrat  &  Gibbon  '''""""■• 
acted  as  agents  was  in  advancing  the  money  and  dis- 
charging the  bills  for  the  repairs;  and  for  which  they 
made  a  charge  of  £11 :  0^.  9rf.,  being  at  the  rate  of 
24-  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  their  advances.  That 
the  master  of  the  Rose,  in  addition  to  being  too  un- 
well to  attend  to  the  repairs  himself,  was  utterly  in- 
competent to  superintend  the  same,  both  of  which 
facts  were  expressly  called  to  the  attention  of  the  Re- 
gistrar and  merchants.  That  the  bills  for  the  repairs, 
salvage  of  the  Rose,  and  other  expenses  connected 
therewith,  amounted  to  the  sum  of  £408 :  I8s.  2rf., 
vouchers  for  which  were  produced  to  the  Registrar 
and  merchants ;  but  that  they  have  only  allowed  the 
sum  of  £391 :  2s.  9d.  without  assigning  any  reason 
for  such  deduction.  That  after  the  schooner  arrived 
at  Yarmouth  sundry  work  was  done  on  her  by  ship- 
wrights, caulkers,  &;c.  at  an  expense  of  £5  :  35.  9d. ; 
but  that  the  same  has  been  disallowed  by  the  Regis- 
trar and  merchants.  That  at  the  time  of  the  collision 
there  was  a  quantity  of  meat,  grocery  and  other  pro- 
visions on  board  the  Rose,  which  were  stolen  by  some 
person  or  persons  who  boarded  the  Rose,  the  crew 
having  been  obliged  for  the  preservation  of  their  lives 
to  leave  the  vessel,  that  the  said  provisions  had  been 
replaced  at  an  expense  of  £5 :  I85.  8d. ;  and  that  the 
expenses  of  the  master  and  crew  in  Portsmouth,  and 
of  the  master  in  travelling  home  to  Yarmouth  and 
back  to  Portsmouth,  where  the  repairs  were  famished, 
amounted  to  £4  :  14^.,  the  said  two  items  making,  with 
the  sum  of  £1 :  4*.  paid  by  the^  master  for  setting  up 
the  rigging,  the  sum  of  £13 :  16s.  8cf.,  but  of  which 
sum  the  Registrar  and  merchants  have  only  allowed 
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1847.  £7 :  2s.  Sd.  That  a  claim  for  demurrage,  at  the  rate 
-^ — ^^^^^-  of  £2  per  diem  during  the  detention  of  the  vessel  at 
BB  KBs.  pQrtgjnQutii^  ^^g  submittcd  to  the  Registrar  and  mer- 
chants, who  refused  to  allow  the  same,  and  required 
that  the  books  of  the  owner  of  the  said  vessel  should 
be  produced  for  their  inspection.  That  the  said  owner 
declined  to  produce  his  books,  but  tendered  to  the 
Registrar  and  merchants  an  affidavit  from  himself^ 
corroborated  by  another  affidavit  of  a  ship  owner  at 
Yarmouth,  stating  that  during  the  time  of  the  vessel's 
detention  at  Portsmouth  she  might  have  made  two 
voyages  with  full  cargoes  of  coals  between  the  North 
and  Yarmouth,  and  would  in  all  probability  have 
earned  a  clear  net  profit  of  £56  or  thereabouts ;  but 
that  nevertheless  the  Registrar  and  merchants  only 
allowed  the  sum  of  £30  for  demurrage.  That  the 
whole  of  the  bills  for  the  repairs  and  other  expenses 
connected  with  the  collision  (excepting  the  law  ex- 
penses) were  paid  in  January,  1845,  notwithstanding 
which  the  Registrar  and  merchants  have  only  allowed 
interest  on  the  amount  rejected  by  them,  computing 
from  the  15th  of  May,  1846,  on  which  day  the  decree 
pronouncing  for  the  damage  was  made. 
The  case  was  ai^ed  by 

Jenner  in  support  of  the  objections. 

Addams  contra. 

Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington. 
The  original  cause  out  of  which  this  question  arises 
v^as  a  cause  of  damage  by  collision  brought  against 
this  brig  by  the  owners  of  the  schooner  Rose.  The 
damage  having  been  admitted,  the  amount  was  re- 
ferred in  the  usual  form  to  the  Registrar  and  mer- 
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chants.  The  report  of  the  Registrar  and  merchants  i847. 
has  been  brought  in,  and  is  objected  to ;  and  I  will  ^^"*^  P^f^^uory. 
now  proceed  to  consider  and  dispose  of  those  objec-  TheHmi, 
tions  in  the  order  in  which  they  have  been  argued  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  Rose.  The  first  objection 
relates  to  a  small  disallowance  which  has  been  made 
by  the  Registrar  from  the  original  sum  claimed  by 
the  owner  of  the  Rose,  for  the  repairs  of  the  vessel 
and  other  incidental  expenses  arising  out  of  the  col- 
lision. The  sum  claimed  amounts  to  £408  :  18s.  2d., 
the  sum  which  has  been  allowed  is  £391 :  2s.  Id.  On 
the  part  of  the  Rose  it  has  been  admitted  in  the  argu- 
ment, that  from  the  original  sum  so  claimed  £8 :  3^.  Qd. 
may  be  fairly  and  properly  deducted.  The  difference, 
therefore,  upon  which  the  first  question  is  raised,  is 
confined  to  the  trifling  balance  of  £9 :  \2s.  \\d.  Now 
with  respect  to  minor  items  in  cases  of  this  kind,  the 
Court  will  not  enter  into  the  minutiae  of  the  objec- 
tions which  are  taken,  nor  will  it  inquire  into  the  mi- 
nutiae of  the  reasons  by  which  the  judgment  of  the 
Registrar  and  merchants  has  been  influenced.  The 
Court  has  the  opportunity  of  referring  generally  to 
the  Registrar  and  of  ascertaining  the  principles  upon 
which  the  report  has  been  made  out :  when  then  I 
am  informed,  as  in  the  present  instance,  that  the  dif- 
ference arises  from  the  Registrar  and  merchants  having 
considered  some  of  the  charges  superfluous  and  others 
too  high,  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  their  dis- 
cretion was  properly  exercised.  I  am,  therefore,  of 
opinion  that  they  were  right  in  allowing  the  sum  of 
£391:  2s.  Id.  and  that  this  primary  objection  must 
be  overruled.  The  next  objection  arises  upon  a  fur- 
ther disallowance  made  by  the  Registrar  and  mer- 
chants of  the  sum  of  £43 :  \s.  6d.^  charged  for  the 
expenses  of  Mr.  Clifton  in  going  down  to  Portsmouth 
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1847.  and  for  his  remuneration  in  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
22nd  FthrMty.  ^y^^^  ^f  ^j^g  Rose,  and  superintending  the  repairs. 
Thi  Hebi.  jj  jg  ^Q  jjg  noticed  that  in  addition  to  this  sum  charged 
for  the  agency  and  expenses  of  Mr.  Clifton,  there  is  a 
further  sum  of  £11 :0s.  9d.  also  charged  for  agency, 
and  stated  to  have  been  paid  to  Messrs.  Garrat  &  Gib- 
bon for  their  services  to  the  ship.  It  is  not  clear  in 
what  way  the  vessel  came  into  the  hands  of  Messrs. 
Garrat  &  Gibbon  as  agents  for  the  Rose.  They  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  appointed  by  the  owner  in  the 
first  instance  as  his  agents,  although  to  a  certain  ex- 
tent they  became  his  agents  in  advancing  money  and 
in  discharging  bills  for  the  repairs.  The  question 
then  is,  whether  I  can  allow  the  sum  charged  for  the 
agency  of  Mr.  Clifton  in  addition  to  the  sum  which 
has  been  allowed  by  the  Registrar  and  merchants  for 
the  services  of  Messrs.  Garrat  &  Gibbon.  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion  that  I  can  not;  and  I  conceive 
that  it  would  be  extremely  onerous  upon  the  owners 
of  the  Hebe  if  such  cumulative  agency  charges  were 
allowed.  It  has  been  said  in  reference  to  the  em- 
ployment of  Mr.  Clifton,  that  his  services  were  ren- 
dered necessary  by  the  illness  of  the  master  of  the 
Rose,  and  also  by  the  fact,  that  in  addition  to  his  ill- 
ness the  master  was  utterly  incompetent  to  superin- 
tend the  repairs.  Assuming  the  fact  to  be  so,  the 
illness  or  incompetency  of  the  Rose's  master  furnishes 
no  reason  for  saddling  the  owners  of  the  Hebe  with 
the  expenses  incidental  to  his  inefficiency.  He  was 
the  servant  of  the  owner  of  the  Rose,  and  if  he 
thinks  fit  to  appoint  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Clifton  a 
substitute  to  discharge  the  duties  which  properly  be- 
longed to  the  master  of  his  own  vessel,  he  must  do  so 
at  his  own  cost.  With  respect,  therefore,  to  this 
objection  I  have  no  hesitation  in  confirming  this  part 
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of  the  report.    With  respect  to  the  charges  which      ^|1*7- 

have  been  disallowed  for  the  joumies  of  the  master ' 

from  Portsmouth  to  Yarmouth  and  back,  I  am  at  a  ■■  "^ 
loss  to  comprehend  upon  what  principle  the  expenses 
of  these  joumies  can  be  saddled  upon  the  owners  of 
the  Hebe.  There  is  no  ground  in  my  opinion  upon 
which  these  charges  can  be  substantiated,  and  conse- 
quently I  confirm  their  disallowance. 

With  respect  to  the  additional  repairs  which  were 
done  after  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Yarmouth,  it 
would,  I  apprehend,  be  extremely  difficult  to  ascer- 
tain, if  it  were  necessary  to  do  so,  how  far  such  repairs 
might  have  been  occasioned  during  the  voyage  from 
Portsmouth ;  but  it  is  wholly  unnecessary  for  me  to 
enter  into  any  such  consideration,  because  I  am  satis- 
fied that  all  the  necessary  repairs  ought  to  have  been 
completed  at  once  before  the  ship  left  Portsmouth.  I 
have  no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  saying  that  I  ftiUy 
concur  with  the  Registrar  and  merchants  in  their  dis- 
allowance of  this  item  in  the  accounts. 

I  now  come  to  the  question  of  demurrage;  and  cer- 
tainly there  is  a  very  considerable  difference  between 
the  claim  which  was  originally  asserted  by  the  owner 
of  the  Rose  upon  this  account  and  the  sum  to  which 
the  Registrar  and  merchants  consider  him  to  be  en- 
titled. The  owner  of  the  Rose  in  the  first  instance 
claimed  the  sum  of  £134.  Objections  being  taken 
to  the  extravagance  of  this  demand,  the  claim  was 
subsequently  lowered  to  the  sum  of  £56 ;  and  this 
claim  is  now  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Palmer, 
the  owner,  stating  that  during  the  period  of  the  ves- 
sel's detention  she  might  have  made  two  voyages 
with  full  cargoes  of  coals  between  the  North  and 
Yarmouth,  and  would  in  all  probability  have  earned 
a  clear  net  profit  of  £56  or  thereabouts.     The  exparte 
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1847.  averment  thus  made  by  Mr.  Palmer  without  the 
22nd  Fibnutry.  pj.Q(juction  of  any  vouchers  to  corroborate  the  state- 
1  HI  Hbbi.  ment  is  not,  I  confess,  evidence  to  satisfy  me  in  the 
present  instance.  Mr.  Palmer  was  called  upon  to 
produce  his  books,  and  show  what  the  vessel  had 
actually  earned  in  such  voyages  upon  former  occa- 
sions. This  he  declined  to  do:  probably  he  may 
have  had  sufficient  reason  for  so  declining.  At  the 
same  time  he  must  learn,  that  in  choosing  to  rest  his 
claim  upon  inferior  evidence  when  better  evidence 
might  have  been  produced  he  must  take  the  conse- 
quences and  inconveniences  arising  therefrom.  The 
affidavit  of  Teasdell,  the  ship  owner  at  Yarmouth,  I 
dismiss  at  once  with  this  observation,  that  the  consi- 
deration is  not  what  other  vessels  might  have  earned 
from  the  beginning  of  December,  1844,  until  the  10th 
of  February,  1845,  but  what  this  particular  vessel 
would,  upon  a  fair  calculation  of  all  contingencies, 
have  probably  earned  from  the  4th  of  December, 
1844,  until  the  25th  of  January,  1845.  Any  calcu- 
lation made  for  a  more  extended  period  of  time  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  question.  I  see  no  reason, 
therefore,  to  disturb  the  report  with  reference  to  this 
item. 

The  last  objection,  to  which  I  now  come,  is,  it  ap- 
pears to  me,  entitled  to  far  greater  weight  and  consi- 
deration. As  regards  the  inflemnification  of  parties 
who  have  received  the  damage,  the  principle  of  law 
as  heretofore  laid  down  is  this,  that  they  are  entitled 
to  be  fully  and  entirely  indemnified  for  the  injury 
they  have  sustained.  In  the  courts  of  common  law 
this  principle  has  been  so  far  carried  out  that  they  are 
held  entitled  to  have  new  timber  put  in  without  the 
deduction  of  one-third  allowed  to  the  underwriters  in 
insurance  cases.     In  this  Court,  in  the  case  of  the 


The  Hibi. 
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Gazelle,  I  myself  adopted  the  same  principle ;  and  I        1847. 
consider  that  the  principle  not  only  applies  to  the  case  '    *'^' 

of  new  materials  substituted  for  old,  but  that  it  is  to 
be  fully  carried  out  in  all  its  points.  In  the  present 
case,  would  this  principle  be  so  carried  out  by  allow- 
ing interest  for  the  money  expended  in  the  repairs 
only  from  the  date  of  the  decree  ?  I  conceive  that  it 
would  not.  The  account  of  Messrs.  Garrat  &  Gibbons 
for  their  disbursements  in  the  repairs  was  paid  upon 
the  25th  of  January,  1845.  The  money  was  there- 
fore due  to  the  owner  upon  that  day,  but  according 
to  this  report  the  Registrar  and  merchants  have 
allowed  the  interest  to  run  only  from  the  15th  of  May, 
1846,  upon  which  day  the  damage  was  pronounced 
for.  I  am  bound,  I  repeat,  to  carry  out  in  all  its 
points  the  principle  to  which  I  have  adverted.  I  must, 
therefore,  hold  that  the  interest  in  this  case  shall  run 
from  the  25th  of  January,  1845:  if  there  had  been 
any  discount  allowed  for  the  repairs  I  should  have 
taken  that  circumstance  into  consideration  in  forming 
my  decision,  but  the  contracts,  it  appears,  were  for 
ready  money.  The  course  which  I  shall  adopt  is  this, 
I  shall  not  refer  the  report  back  to  the  Registrar  and 
merchants,  but  direct  the  necessary  alteration  with 
respect  to  this  item  to  be  inserted  at  once ;  and  as  this 
is  the  only  item  that  has  been  sustained  in  the  objec- 
tions, I  shall  make  no  order  as  to  costs,  but  leave  each 
party  to  pay  their  own  costs. 


GIPSEY  KING.     Campbell. 

as  a  cause  of  collision,  promot( 
this  vessel  by  the  owners  of  the  schooner  the 


\6thApriL 


nnHIS  was  a  cause  of  collision,  promoted  against  Manner  of  cat- 
this  vessel  by  the  owners  of  the  schooner  the  pre^riiorj^to'' 
Highlander,  for  damage  sustained  in  the  river  Clyde.  °3°^  JJ^'^. 
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1847.  The  Highlander,  it  was  stated,  was  bound  from 

^^      Glasgow  to  Rotterdam  with  a  cargo  of  pig  iron,  and 


GirsiY  kxNo.  ^*  ^^^  P^^  three  p.m.  of  the  25th  April  last  was 
chora^groond,  proceeding  down  the  river  Clyde,  when,  in  con- 
triihin'thlf pro-  Sequence  of  the  tide  being  fer  ebbed,  she  took  the 
^Mea^iioTiii  8^^^^  towards  the  north  side  of  the  river,  and 
charge.  oppositc  to  Duubartou  Castle.     That  between  eieht 

AvArmAot  of 

the  owuera  of  and  nine  o'clock  she  floated  off,  and  there  not  being 
lmi*,"ihaiUie  sufficient  wind  to  carry  her  through  the  current, 
coiUtioD  wM     ^g  master  let  ffo  the  small  bower  anchor,  and  made 

occMiooecl  by  ^ 

the  aochor  of  &st  the  helm  to  the  larboard  side,  giving  her  a 
Twer^Qg  fm-  taught  sheer  to  the  northward.  That  being  so 
?STh!u  tbH****'  anchored,  she  rode  with  her  bow  down  the  river, 
biwneiaypertiy,  immediately  above  the  entrance  to  Dunbarton,  leav- 

If  Dot  eDtirely,      ,  •'  ,  , 

with  the  cfew,  ing  ample  room  for  vessels  to  pass  without  inter- 
Tbeowoertof    Hiptiou.     That  about  half  past  eight,  and  previous 


****MSriiih     *^  *^^  anchoring  of  the  schooner,  a  light  was  hoisted 
*K«^"*8«  <*»-  on .  the  larboard  fore  rigging,  at  about  fourteen  feet 


chai 


Mocoeugiveo.  abovc  the  deck.  That  shortly  afterwards  a  steam 
tug  was  observed  coming  up  the  river,  having  three 
vessels  in  tow.  That  the  said  steam  tug  and  the 
said  three  vessels  passed  clear  of  the  Highlander  upon 
her  larboard  bow.  That  about  ten  p.m.,  the  night 
not  being  dark,  but  there  being  sufficient  light  to 
enable  vessels  to  see  at  a  considerable  distance,  another 
steam  tug  was  also  observed  coming  up  the  river 
with  three  vessels  in  tow.  That  the  steam  tug  and 
the  two  first  vessels  in  tow  passed  clear  of  the 
Highlander  on  her  larboard  side,  but  the  third  vessel, 
the  Gipsey  King,  struck  the  Highlander  on  her  lar- 
board bow,  into  which  she  drove  her  anchor,  where 
it  remained  fast,  such  anchor  neither  having  been 
hoisted  on  deck  nor  catted  as  proper  and  customary, 
but  hanging  over  her  bow  under  water.  That  the 
hole  made  in  the  Highlander's  larboard  bow  admitted 
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the  water  with  such  rapidity,  that  the  master,  to       i847. 
prevent  her  from  sinking  in  deep  water,  ran  the     ^^^^  ^^'^^' 
vessel  ashore  opposite  Dunbarton  Castle,  the  water  q„.^"kii«o 
then  being  over  cabin  lockers  and  above  the  main 
hold  deck.     That  the  blame   of  the   collision  was 
solely  imputable  to  the  Gipsey  King,  and  in  no  sort 
or  degree  to  the  Highlander,  or  to  any  one  on  board 
that  vessel. 

The  answer  of  the  Gipsey  King  in  substance 
stated,  that  the  Highlander  being  anchored  in  the 
deepest  channel,  the  tide  at  the  time  being  rather 
more  than  one  half  flood,  the  pilot  on  board  the 
steam  tug  immediately  hailed  the  persons  on  board 
the  Highlander  to  pay  away  her  chain  and  shift  her  • 

helm,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  Highlander  asheer 
by  the  tide,  out  of  the  way  of  the  Gipsey  King; 
but  that  no  notice  was  taken  of  such  hailing.  That 
in  consequence  thereof  the  rudder  or  keel  of  the 
Gipsey  King  caught  the  cable  of  the  Highlander, 
bringing  the  bowsprit  of  the  Gipsey  King  into  con- 
tact with  the  Highlander's  fore  rigging,  and  causing 
the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey  King  to  run  into  the 
Highlander's  larboard  bow.  That  the  anchor  of  the 
Gipsey  King  was  at  the  time  properly  catted  to  the 
cathead,  and  hanging  by  a  stationary  chain  slipper 
over  the  bow  of  the  Titan,  and  near  to  but  not 
under  water.  That  the  said  anchor  was  so  hung 
in  conformity  with  certain  bye-laws  and  regulations 
made  by  the  parliamentary  trustees  of  the  river 
Clyde  and  harbour  of  Glasgow.  That  the  Highlander 
was  at  the  time  in  the  charge  of  an  unlicensed  pilot, 
andriding  by  asmall  bower  anchor  only,  such  anchor 
imnecessarily  lying  in  the  deepest  channel,  the 
weather  at  the  time  being  calm.  That  the  collision 
was  altogether  attributable  to  the  position  in  which 


Thk 
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1847.  the  anchor  and  cable  of  the  Highlander  were  placed, 
mhAprJL  jy^j  £^j.  Yxer  crew  not  having  when  hailed  put  away 
the  chain  and  shifted  her  helm,  which  might  easily 
have  been  eflfected.  That  a  duly  licensed  pilot  was 
on  board  and  in  charge  of  the  Gipsey  King  at  the 
time,  under  the  bye-laws  and  regulations  aforesaid  ; 
and  that  all  the  directions  and  orders  of  the  pilot 
were  promptly  and  efficiently  obeyed  by  the  crew. 

The  case  was  argued  on  the  merits  upon  the  16th 
February  before  Trinity  Masters  by 

Qtieen's  Advocate  and  Robinson  for  the  Gipsey 
King. 

Addams  and  Jenner  for  the  Highlander. 

The  Trinity  Masters  were  of  opinion  that  there 
was  plenty  of  room  for  the  three  vessels  to  have 
passed,  and  that  the  accident  was  solely  occasioned 
by  the  waving' of  the  Gipsey  King  from  the  straight 
line.  They  were  also  of  opinion  that  the  High- 
lander, having  been  ashore,  was  entitled  to  be  placed 
in  the  situation  in  which  she  was  anchored,  and 
that  no  blame  attached  to  the  persons  on  board  that 
vessel.  The  Trinity  Masters  having  retired,  the 
point  of  law  was  mooted  by  the  counsel  for  the 
Gipsey  King,  asserting  the  exemption  of  the  owners 
from  responsibility  upon  the  ground  that  the  Gipsey 
King  was  at  the  time  under  the  entire  charge  of  a 
licensed  pilot  compulsorily  taken  on  board,  and 
that  his  orders  were  properly  obeyed  by  the  crew. 
It  being  late  in  the  day,  the  judge  postponed  the 
hearing  of  the  argument  until  the  22nd  of  February, 
when  the  point  of  law  was  argued,  and  upon  this 
day  the  Court  delivered  its  judgment. 


GiPSiY  Kino. 
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Judgment. — Dr.  Lushington.  1847. 

This  cause  was  argued  upon  the  merits  in  the  J^hA^I^L 
month  of  February  last,  when  the  Court  was  assisted 
by  two  of  the  elder  brethren  of  the  Trinity  House. 
Upon  that  occasion,  in  proposing  my  questions  to  the 
Trinity  Masters,  I  requested  their  opinion  upon  the 
two  following  points ;  first,  whether  there  was  suffi- 
cient space  for  the  Gipsey  King  to  have  avoided 
the  collision,  if  she  had  been  properly  navigated  ? 
secondly,  whether  the  Highlander,  the  vessel  proceed- 
ing in  the  cause,  was  or  was  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  properly  anchored  in  the  deep 
of  the  channel  where  she  was  lying.  In  answer  to 
the  first  question,  the  Trinity  Masters  delivered  their 
opinion,  that  there  was  sufficient  room  for  the 
Gipsey  King  to  have  avoided  the  collision.  Upon 
the  second  point  (taking  a  distinction  between 
anchoring  and  mooring)  they  pronounced,  that  the 
Highlander  was  properly  anchored,  having  anchored 
without  mooring  in  the  deep  water  channel  for  the 
purpose  of  stopping  a  tide,  and  that  vessels  were  so 
allowed  to  remain  at  anchor  by  the  bye-laws  of  the 
river  Clyde. 

The  result  of  the  opinion  thus  expressed  by  the 
Trinity  Masters  was,  in  effect,  to  inculpate  the  Gipsey 
King  as  having  occasioned  the  collision  in  question ; 
and  prima  fecie  to  saddle  the  owners  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  damage,  unless  they  were,  in  point  of  law, 
exempted  from  such  a  consequence.  An  exemption 
from  liability  is  now  asserted  on  their  behalf  by  the 
learned  counsel  who  have  argued  their  case;  and  the 
exemption  is  claimed  upon  the  ground,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  collision  in  question,  the  Gipsey  King  was 
under  the  charge  of  a  licensed  pilot  compulsorily  taken 
on  board,  that  the  orders  of  such  pilot  were  duly  exe- 

VOL.  II.  o  o 
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,  ^  \^^^' ..     cuted  by  the  crew ;  and  that  whateyer  was  dpDB  by  the 

\nth  April.       ^^.  •;_,  '  ,  1  .  "'^V 

^ Ciipsey  King,  was  done  under  the  eptxre  supenpt^pd- 

GipsEY  King,  ence  and  direction  of  the  pilot.    Upon  re&rripg  to  this 
statute  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  1 17,  and  to  tlie  3  &  4  Vict.  P.  1 18, 
and  also  tq  the  rules  and  regulations  ior  the  payiga* 
tion  of  the  river  Clyde,  which  are  said  tp  have  hasn 
made  in  pursuance  of  those  q^ts  of  parlian^nt,  it  js, 
I  think,  most  sufficiently  established,  that  tfoa  Qii^ 
King  was  bound  under  ^,  penalty  to  haye  tsik^n  fL 
licensed  pilot  on  board  in  this  present  ipstaace.    Jfiat 
she  had  such  pilot  on  board  is  xxq],  co^trpver^*    A 
priori,   therefore,  according  to  tb^  ^ocpem^  \  l^y^ 
heretofore  laid  down,  the  owfiprs  woi^^d  be  ^wp^nM^ 
from  liability  for  any  dam^e  dope  by  f^^lisiQii  ifi\ih 
any  other  vessel,  if  si^ch  collision,  w^et  tjie  cifpipp- 
stances,  conld  be  attributed  to  tb^  pilpf;  ^Qnp.     T})J9 
principle  is  not  contested,  but  it  i§  4enie4  ih^t  it 
applies  to  the  circumstances  of  tbp  presiafit  c^Sfe,  in- 
asmuch that  tl^e  collision  was  occasioned,  pp);  by  tb^ 
sole  default  of  the  pilot  in  charge,  but  pjirtly  froip 
acts  improperly  performed  by  the  crew  Qi  the  GJpsey 
King.     The  real  question  in   issue,   fhen,   resolyes 
itself  into  a  question  of  fact ;   and  the  poij^J;  wbipb  I 
have  to  determine  is,  whether  the  facts  of  thp  case 
bring  tliis  cpllisiop,  as  regards  the  liability  of  tli^ 
Gipsey  King,  under  the  rule,  th^t  tbp  pijot  being  splply 
to  blame,  the  owners  are  altpgptber  irrpsponsiblp ;  or 
whether  the  rule  applies,  that  the  blame  of  tbe  pilot 
being  shared  by  the  crew  pf  thq  Cfipspy  li^iflgi  the 
responsibility  is  npt  takqQ  away.     Npw  I  ttaye^  11003 
former  occasions,  already  expressed  my  ppijifoii,  that 
a  vessel  in  charge  of  ^  licpj^sed  pjlpt,  lytilst  Jn  tow 
of  a  steam  tug,  is,  under  ordinary  ci^pufpsfi^pes,  tp 
bo  considered  as  navigated  by  the  pjlpt  in  chafge. 
That  if  tlie  course  pursued  by  the  steam  tyg  is  in 
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confoimity  with  his  directions,  and  a  collision  takes  1847. 
place,  the  pilot  is  responsible,  and  not  the  owners  of  — -  ^'^f' 
the  vessel  or  of  the  steam  tug.  If,  on  the  contrary,  gip8Iy"kin<j. 
the  steamer  disregarded  the  directions  of  the  pilot, 
and  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  her  misconduct, 
the  owner  of  the  ship  would,  in  that  case,  be  re- 
sponsible, in  this  Court,  as  for  the  acts  of  their 
servant;  and  they  must  seek  their  redress  against 
the  owners  of  the  steam  tug,  in  some  other  form  of 
action.  In  the  present  instance,  if  I  correctly  under- 
stand the  argument,  the  blame  of  the  collision  is  not 
ascribed  to  the  steam  tug  at  all,  neither  is  the  con- 
duct of  the  pilot  solely  or  exclusively  impugned. 
The  case  of  the  owners  of  the  Highlander  is,  that 
the  anchor  of  the  GKpsey  King  having  been  impro- 
perly catted,  the  damage  has  arisen  from  the  defea- 
sance of  a  duty,  for  the  performance  of  which  the 
master  and  crew  of  the  Gipsey  King  were  solely  or 
partly  responsible.  In  order  to  establish  this  averment 
as  an  effectual  bar  to  the  Gipsey  King's  exemption 
from  liability,  three  things  must  be  proved. 

1st.  That  the  mode  of  catting  the  anchor  on 
board  the  Gipsey  King  was  improper. 

2ndly.  That  it  was  the  cause  of  the  collision  that 
ensued. 

3rdly.  That  it  was  the  act  of  the  master  or  his 
substitute,  and  of  the  crew  of  the  Gipsey  King. 

I  regret  that  I  had  no  opportunity  of  requesting 
the  opinion  of  the  Trinity  Masters  specifically  upon 
this  point  in  the  case ;  but  unfortunately  it  was  not 
mooted  until  after  they  had  left  the  Court.  I  must, 
therefore,  determine  it  by  my  own  unassisted  judg- 
ment ;  and  my  difficulty  in  so  doing  is,  I  must  say, 
somewhat  relieved  by  the  consideration,  that  if  the 
Trinity  Masters  had  considered  that  tlie  master  and 

oo2 


544  CASES  DETERMINED  IN 

1847.       crew  of  the  Gipsey  Kin?  were  to  blame  in  relation 
^^'     to  the  catting  of  the  anchor,  they  would  have  stated 


GipsIy  KiKo.  1^  i^  delivering  their  opinion  to  the  Court.  In  order 
to  elucidate  this  part  of  the  case,  I  must  now  briefly 
refer  to  the  pleadings  in  the  case,  and  the  evidence 
by  which  the  respective  statements  are  supported. 

On  tlie  part  of  the  Highlander  it  is  averred,  that  the 
Gipsey  King  drove  her  anchor  into  the  larboard  bow 
of  the  Highlander ;  and  that  the  hole  made  by  the 
anchor  admitted  the  water  so  fast,  that,  in  order  to 
prevent  her  from  sinking,  she  was,  of  necessity,  run 
ashore.  This  averment  is  met  by  a  counter-state- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  Gipsey  King,  that  the 
rudder  of  the  Gipsey  King  caught  the  cable  of  the 
Highlander,  bringing  the  bowsprit  of  the  Gipsey  King 
into  contact  with  the  Highlander's  fore  rigging,  and 
causing  the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey  King  to  run  into 
the  Highlander's  larboard  bow.  What  is  the  evidence 
in  support  of  these  statements  on  the  one  side  and 
the  other  ?  On  behalf  of  the  Highlander  there  is,  in 
the  first  place,  the  protest  of  that  vessel,  in  which  it 
is  stated  that  the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey  King  was 
hanging  over  her  bow,  and  not  on  deck  or  catted,  as 
is  usual  and  customary.  This  statement  is  supported 
by  the  testimony  of  Gillies  the  master,  who  swears, 
in  his  first  affidavit,  that  the  anchor  was  not  properly 
catted,  that  one  fluke  was  driven  into  the  Highlander 
below  the  water  mark;  and  that  the  damage  was 
principally  occasioned  by  the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey 
King  hanging  over  the  bow  and  into  the  water.  He 
further  states,  in  a  second  affidavit  which  he  has 
made  in  conjunction  witli  Browne,  that  the  repairs 
were  effected  by  inserting  some  African  oak  three 
feet  below  water  mark.  Without  staying  to  notice 
the  affidavits  of  Roberts  and  of  Butts,  which  do  not 
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materially  aflPect  the  question  in  issue,  I  next  come        i847. 

to  the  affidavit  of  Howard,  the  mate  of  the  Highlander, '— 

whose  statement,  I  must  say,  most  fully  supports  the  gu  sey  Kwo. 
averment  as  sworn  to  in  the  protest  and  in  the 
affidavits  of  the  master.  He  swears  "  that  the  anchor 
of  the  Gipsey  King  had  penetrated  the  larboard  bow 
of  the  Highlander,  at  least  three  feet  below  the  water 
mark."  And  he  further  goes  on  to  deny,  not  only 
that  the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey  King  could  have  been 
properly  catted,  but  that  the  accident  could  have 
happened  by  the  rudder  or  keel  of  the  Gipsey  King 
catching  the  cable  of  the  Highlander ;  averring,  in 
conclusion,  that  the  Gipsey  King  was  steered  towards 
the  Highlander  stem  on,  and  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  thereby.  Now,  what  on  the  other  side  is 
the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  Gipsey  King?  The 
evidence  consists,  first,  of  the  affidavit  of  Brunell  the 
mate,  and  two  of  the  mariners  on  board  the  Gipsey 
King;  and  they  swear  to  this  effect,  "  that  the  rudder 
or  keel  of  the  Gipsey  King  caught  the  cable  of  the 
Highlander,  bringing  the  bowsprit  of  the  Gipsey 
King  in  contact  with  the  Highlander's  fore-rigging, 
causing  the  Gipsey  King's  anchor  to  run  into  the 
Highlander's  larboard  bow,  and  the  chain  whereby 
the  Gipsey  King's  anchor  hung  to  give  way;"  and 
they  then  proceed  to  swear,  "  that  the  anchor  of  the 
Gipsey  King  was  properly  catted  to  the  cathead,  and 
hanging  by  a  stationary  chain  stopper  over  the  bow, 
near  to  but  not  under  the  water,  in  complete  readiness 
to  let  go,  on  the  Gipsey  King's  arrival  at  Bowling 
Bay."  Next  comes  the  affidavit  of  Graham,  the 
pilot  on  board  the  Gulliver,  and,  after  corroborating 
to  the  fullest  extent  the  averment  that  the  collision 
was  occasioned  by  the  Gipsey  King's  rudder  catching 
the  cable  of  the   Highlander,   he  further  swears, 
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1847.       "  *^*  i*  ^  absolutely  necessary  that  the  anchor  €f 
isihApriL     the  Gipsey   Kmg  should  be  properly  catted,  and 

Tub  placed  in  complete  readiness  to  let  go  oa  her  arrhfa)  at 
Bowling  Bay.  That  firom  the  manner  ia  whxdi  die 
anchor  of  the  schooner  ran  into  the  bow  aS  tbe 
Highlander,  he  verily  believes  that  the  said  aaehor 
was  at  the  time  properly  catted."  The  last  afidavit, 
to  which  I  shall  refer,  is  the  affidavit  of  PattesoB, 
the  foreman  to  the  shipbuilders  at  Donbarton;  aad 
he  swears,  ^'  that  unless  the  anchor  had  been  pro- 
perly catted  on  board  the  Gipsey  King,  the  andior 
could  not  possibly  have  been  in  such  a  po^ioa  as 
deponent  found  it,  but  must  necessarily  have  struck 
the  Highlander  at  least  eight  feet  iurdier  down  in 
her  hull;"  and  he  concludes  his  affidavit  by  aver- 
ring, ^^  that  he  and  his  men  extricated  the  anchor 
from  the  bow  of  the  Highlander,  and  that  the  said 
anchor  had  entered  the  i^ip's  planks  nearly  level 
with  the  water." 

Such  being  the  material  evidence  upon  tte  one 
side  and  the  other,  the  question  arises,  whether,  upen 
this  evidence,  I  can  safely  come  to  the  concluiH<m 
that  the  anchor  of  the  Gipsey  King  was  not  properly 
catted  ?  The  Trinity  Masters,  it  is  to  be  observed, 
gave  no  opinion  upon  the  point;  to  this  extent, 
therefore,  I  conceive  their  authority  supports  me  in 
negativing  the  proposition,  viz.  that  if  they  had  been 
of  opinion  that  the  anchor  was  improperiy  catDied, 
they  would  have  noticed  it  in  expressing  their 
opinion. 

I  now  proceed  to  consider  the  second  point  neces- 
sary to  be  established  in  order  to  deliver  the  Gipsey 
King  from  her  exemption  from  liability,  viz.  that 
assuming  tlie  anchor  of  that  vessel  to  hav^  been 
im[)roperly  catted,  the  collision  in  question  was,  in 
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fh^  fegal  sense  of  the  term,  th^  irattiediate  coi^e-  jQir 
cfl€tte  thereof.  Thfe  consideration  may,  I  think, 
h&  fiJiortly  disposed  of  by  the  observation,  "  that  it  is 
pei^ctly  clear,  in  the  present  instance,  that  the 
jfyriteftry  c^nfee  (A  the  eollision  in  question-,  was  not 
the  aAc^  of  the  Gipsey  King,  but  the  steering 
or  towing  of  fhat  vessel.  This  was  the  decided 
opmion  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  and  in  that  opinion  I 
efttiteFy  concur.  If  this  be  so,  I  conceive  that  it  is 
no  p«rt  of  my  dnty  to  examine  how  mueh  of  the 
ditt»rtg6  might  by  possibility  have  been  occasioned 
by  the  anchor  dttbseqnently  running  into  the  High- 
femder.'  Such  an  investigation  would  be  to  insti- 
tute an  e^tamiflation  into  secondary  and  inferior 
CM^seBi  ^*<1  would  introduce  a  noVel  principle  into 
proceecft^gs  6f  this  kind,  which  I  am  not  disposed  to 
adopt. 

I  might  here  end  my  observations  upon  the  case, 
but  assuming  for  a  moment  that  the  mode  of  catting 
the  anchor  was  the  immediate  cause  of  this  collision, 
I  will  very  shortly  consider,  in  conclusion,  how  far 
the  improper  catting  of  the  anchor  was,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  to  be  attributed  to  the 
crew  of  the  Gipsey  King.  Looking  to  the  precedent 
of  former  cases  decided  in  this  Court,  it  is,  I  appre- 
hend, an  established  principle  of  law,  that  the  mode, 
the  time,  and  the  place  of  bringing  a  vessel  to  an 
anchor,  is  within  the  peculiar  province  of  the  pilot 
who  is  in  charge.  This  principle  was  distinctly  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  the  Agricola,  and  has  been 
acted  upon  in  subsequent  cases  which  have  come 
under  my  decision.  If  the  pilot,  then,  is  to  decide 
the  mode  of  anchoring  a  vessel,  it  appears  to  me  to 
follow  as  a  necessary  consequence,  that  the  pilot  is 
responsible  to  see  that  the  anchor  is  in  a  proper 
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1847.       situation  to  be  dropped  when  necessary.     In  the 
jmAprii^   present  case  this  view  of  the  pilot's  duty  is  confirmed 

'^^Ir  hy  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  river  in  which 
this  collision  occurred,  and  in  which  he  is  licensed  to 
act  as  a  pilot.  These  rules  especially  enjoin  what  is 
to  be  done  as  regards  the  having  the  anchor  in  a 
proper  position  ready  to  be  dropped ;  and  such  rules 
must  be  considered  as  peculiarly  binding  upon  the 
pilot  on  board  the  Gipsey  King,  as  being  prescribed 
by  the  authority  under  which  he  was  entitled  to  act. 
Upon  the  whole  view  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  the  collision  in  this  case  was  occasioned  by  the 
default  of  the  pilot  alone ;  that  the  Gipsey  King  was 
compelled  to  employ  that  pilot;  and  consequently, 
that  the  owners  are  exempt  from  all  responsibility 
for  the  damage.     I  give  no  costs  on  either  side. 


INDEX. 


A. 
ADMIRALTY,  Droits  of.     (Vide  Derelict.    Lard  of  Manor.) 
ADMIRALTY  COURT,  jurisdiction  of,  how  far  extended. 

1.  In  cases  of  claims  of  mortgagees  of  vessels,  by  stat.  3  & 

4  Vict.  c.  65,  page  222. 

2.  Jurisdiction,  how  far  limited  in  claims  for  mariners' 

wages  by  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  19.  .35. 

3.  Jurisdiction,  how  far  extended  in  claims  for  salvage  by 

stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65.. 251. 
(Vide  Jurisdiction.     Attachment.     Salvage.     Average^  3.) 
AFFIDAVIT.  • 

Affidavits  extraneous  to  and  at  variance  with  the  plead- 
ings are  to  be  excluded,  as  well  as  the  arguments 
which  are  attempted  to  be  drawn  from  them,  209, 
227. 
AGREEMENT. 

1.  Agreements  for  salvage  services  made  in  writing  and 

duly  executed  by  the  contracting  parties  can  only  be 
annulled,  either  by  fraud,  or  by  being  cancelled  by 
mutual  consent,  170,  397. 

2.  Force  of  such  agreements  not  affected  by  any  subse- 

sequent  change  of  circumstances  which  may  alter  the 
extent  of  the  stipulated  service,  173,  180. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

1.  A  general  scale  of  apportionment  fixed  by  agreement 

between  the  owners  and  crew  of  a  sailing  vessel,  as 
to  all  salvage  services  to  be  performed  by  the  vessel, 
not  binding  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  23. 

2.  An    apportionment    under    agreement  giving   to   the 

owners  nearly  two-thirds  of  the  salvage  remuneration 
set  aside,  and  a  fresh  apportionment  directed,  26. 

3.  In  fixing  an  apportionment  between  the  owners  and 

crew,  a  distinction  made  between  the  case  o^  fishing 


550  INDEX. 

APPORTIONMENT^con/tnuerf). 

vessels  and  of  ordinary  sailing  vessels,  a  more  liberal 
allotment  granted  to  the  former,  page  26. 
4.  Apportionment  directed,  73,  115,  125,  175,  187. 
APPRENTICE. 

Salvage  earnecf  by  appreAtices  oYi  board  a  sailing  vessel, 
is  earned  for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and  the 
owners  of  the  venel  have  no  right  to  interfere  with 
it,  353. 

APPROPRIATION. 

Appropriation  of  proeeedsr  85,  465. 

ASSIGNEES. 

AMignees  of  a  bankrupt  shipowner  entitled  to  contest  the 
appropriation  of  die  proceed*  of  the  ship  sold  under 
decree  of  Coort,  in  a  cause  of  bottomry,  agkinst  the 
assignees  of  the  freight  seeking  to  nnke  the  ship 
alone  liable,  77. 

ATTACHMENT. 

1.  Attachment  of  the  Court  of  Adtofralty  supefseded,  the 

attachment  having  been  served  in  Scotland*  orfgiHldl^, 
backed-  by  the  Lord  Ordinary's  concnrreriM;  the  Lord 
Ordinary  having  suiMqueatly  revoked^  his  concur- 
rence as  illegally  granted,  986. 

2.  Where  a  party  is  committed  under  an'  attachment  of 

the  Court  for  non-payment  of  costs,  Conrt  has  no 
authority  to  direct  a  supersedeas  for  the  release  of 
such  party,  without  the  consent  of  the  party  at  whose 
instance  the  attachment  was  issued,  saving  upon  the 
grounds  of  an  illegal  execution  of  the  writ,  347,  3^8. 

3.  Attachment  decreed  against  an  auctioneer  for  selling 

part  of  a  ship's  furniture  whilst  under  the  arrest  of 
the  Court,  390. 

4.  Attachment  decreed  against  a  prize-agent,  97. 

AVERAGE. 

1.  Where  portions  of  the  cargo  are  sold  ta  relieve  the 

ship's  necessities  and  to  enable  her  to  complete  her 
voyage,  the  property  so  sold  is  the  proper  subject  of 
general  average,  489. 

2.  Owners  of  such  property  have  no  lien  against  the  ship 

to  entitle  them  to  sue  the  owners  for  the  recovery  of 
their  loss  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  495. 

3.  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain 

questions  of  general  average,  490. 
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B. 
BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  Bankruptcy  of  shipowners  ander  th«  statute  6  Will.  4, 

c.  14,  s.  2^f  deflived,  page  514^515. 

2.  What  the  meaning  of  the  term,  under  the  pravkioB»  of 

the  statute  7  &  8  Vict,  c  112.  .513. 

BONDHOLDER. 

1.  Bondholders  advaiuting  money  upon  the  security  of  the 
ship  <^  alone,"  not  entitled  to  extend  their  security 
heyond  the  terms  of  the  bottomry  bond,  406. 

^  Bondliolder  partidiy  indebted  to  the  ship  at  the  time 
the  advances  »re  made,  how  finr  afiboting  the  validity 
of  the  bond,  416. 

3.  Bondholder  buying  up  debts  of  the  ship's  creditors  at 

50  per  cent,  discount,  not  allowed  to  include  the 
debts  in  the  items  of  a  bottomry  bond,  437,  468. 

BOTTOMRY. 

1 .  Bond  granted  by  the  master  of  a  British  vessel  in  the 

port  of  London  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
voyage,  upon  motion  sustained^,  the  owners  having 
received  notice  of  the  motion  and  not  objecting,  6. 

2.  Query  how  ftir  a  bond  so  given  before  the  commence- 

ment of  the  voyage  would  be  recoverable  in  a  con- 
tested suit,  7. 

3.  Bond  granted  upon  an  American  vessel,  to  be  paid 

twenty- four  hours  after  the  ship's  arrival  in  the 
United  StateS)  pronounced  for,,  the  vessel  having  in 
the  course  of  her  return  voyage  been  condemned  at 
Plymouth  as  uneeaworthy,  4^. 

4.  Bond  given  in  a  foreign  port  by  the  master  of  a  British 

vessel  to  cover  a  promissory  note  drawn  in  England 
and  made  payable  in>  the  foMign  ports  not  sustained 
upon  the  plea>  that  l^  the  law  of  the  foreign  port  the 
vessel  might  have  been  arrested  tfHd  sold  for  the  re- 
payment of  the  promissory  note>  45^ 

5.  Advanoes  made  in  the  port  of  Cowes  for  the  service  of 

a  British  ship,  the  owners  being  resident  at  New- 
castle, not  coverable  by  »  bond  of  bottomry  of  the 
ship,  49. 

6;  Advances  made  by  a  party  indebted  at  the  time  to  the 
owners  of  the  ship»  how  far  coverable  by  a  bond  of 
bottomry,  416. 

7.  Objection  to  validity  of  bottomry  bond  averruled,  320. 


552  INDEX. 

BOUNTIES, 

Decreed  upon  the  capture  of  piratical  prahns  in  re- 
spect of  their  crews,  under  the  statute  6  Geo.  IV. 
c.  49,  page  354.     (Vide  Pirates.) 

BROKER. 

1 .  A  ship's  broker  has  no  authority  to  pledge  or  assign  the 

freight,  without  the  consent  of  his  employers,  or  the 
parties  to  whom  it  legally  belongs,  87. 

2.  Even  if  such  broker  be  a  creditor  against  the  owners  of 

the  ship  for  money  advanced  for  the  ship's  neces- 
sities, such  advances  would  confer  no  lien  upon  the 
freight^  which  would  justify  any  such  assignment,  87. 


COLLISION. 

1.  If  a  vessel  chooses  to  avail  herself  of  a  parucular  mode 

of  going  down  a  river,  which  renders  it  difficult  to 
escape  collision  with  other  vessels,  she  must  bear  the 
consequences  o£  any  contingencies  to  which  she  may 
be  exposed,  9. 

2.  If  a  collision  takes  place  with  another  vessel  in  conse- 

quence, it  will  be  no  valid  defence  to  allege  that  she 
was  incapable  at  the  time  of  getting  out  of  the  way,  9. 

3.  Schooner  being  warped  down  the  river,  coming  into 

collision  with  a  barge  coming  up,  condemned  in  the 
damages,  10. 

4.  In  doubtful  circumstances,  when  there  is  a  probability 

of  collision,  a  vessel  upon  the  larboard  tack^  though 
close  hauled,  must  give  way  to  another  vessel  on  the 
starboard  tack,  although  she  may  have  the  wind  free, 
195. 

5.  A  vessel  sailing  upon  a  dark  and  foggy  night  with  her 

topmast  studding  sails  set,  condemned  in  the  damages, 
201,  486. 

6.  When  a  steamer,  coming  down  the  river  on  a  dark 

night,  meets  a  sailing  vessel  beating  up  the  river,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  steamer  to  ease  her  engines  and 
slacken  her  speed,  until  she  ascertain  the  course  of 
the  sailing  vessel,  270. 
7*  Defence  of  the  master  that  he  was  in  doubt  as  to  the 
course  of  the  vessel,  and  immediately  ported  his  helm, 
in  compliance  with  the  Trinity  regulations,  not  sus- 
tained, 270. 
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CONFLICTING  DECISIONS. 

1 .  Where  cross  actions  are  instituted  in  a  cause  of  damage 

by  collision,  the  one  party  suing  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  the  other  party  in  a  court  of  common  law, 
a  verdict  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  common  law 
action  is  not  binding  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Admiralty,  page  195. 

2,  Where  a  damage  has  been  done  by  one  of  H.  M.  ships, 

and  an  official  inquiry  has  been  made  by  the  Lords 
of  the  Admiralty,  and  also  by  the  admiral  on  the 
station,  into  the  circumstances  of  the  collision,  an 
acquittal  of  the  commander  of  the  queen's  ship, 
followed  up  by  his  subsequent  promotion,  will  not 
be  conclusive  upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  d86. 
8.  A  commander  of  a  queen's  ship,  under  the  circumstances^ 
condemned  in  the  damage,  345. 

COSTS. 

1.  Where  a  salvage  claim  is  in  part  sustained  and  in  part 

dismissed,  upon  the  ground  of  subsequent  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  salvors,  full  costs  not  allowed,  but 
a  sum  nomine  expensarum  only  given,  314. 

2.  Where  separate   appearances  had   been  unnecessarily 

given  for  two  sets  of  salvors,  half  costs  only  given  to 
each  party,  176. 

3.  Where  a  collision  is  the  result  of  inevitable  accident, 

practice  to  give  costs  to  neither  party,  244. 

4.  Mariners  bringing  suits  for   wages  in  the   Admiralty 

Courts,  where  the  claim  is  under  ZOL,  not  entitled  to 
costs,  unless  it  is  apparent,  from  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  that  justice  could  not  be  efficiently  ad- 
ministered before  a  magistrate,  235. 

5.  Objections  to  a  report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants 

overruled,  with  the  exception  of  one  item  alone — no 
costs  given,  537. 

D. 

DAMAGE.    (Vide  Co//wfon.) 

DECLARATIONS. 

I .  Declaration  of  a  common  mariner  on  board  the  damaging 
vessel,  that  the  damage  was  occasioned  through  the 
error   of  the  helmsman,  not  admissible  as  evidence 
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DECLARATIONS— («m<imi«0. 

against  tlie  owners  of  the  vessel  diarged  with  the 
daioagei  in  a  cause  by  plea  and  proof,  page  894. 

2,  Prioxriple  upon  which  the  declaralioaa  of  mariners 
against  tiieir  employers  are  reeeived«  confined  to  cases 
Inhere  the  painty  making  the  dedarmtioo  is  the  agent 
of  the  owners,  394, 

8.  Peekratioi^  of  the  masters  and  crew  of  ekher  vessel, 
purporting  to  have  been  made  reoeati  facto,  not 
siuitled  to  much  weight  or  consideration  in  a  cause 
of  damage^  iOS. 

0EMURR4GE. 

In  fixing  the  amount  of  demorrage  to  be  paid  for  the 
detention  of  a  vessel,  which  has  been  run  down, 
during  repairs,  a  deduction  must  be  made  from  the 
gross  fireigbt  of  so  much  as  would,  in  ordinary  cases, 
be  disbursed  on  account  of  the  ahip'a  expenses  in 
earning  the  freight,  284. 

OEREUCT, 

1.  Moiety  pf  the  ship  and  cargo  decreed,  aubject  to  de- 

ductions for  expenaes  incurred  in  bringing  the  ship 
ipto  porti  90, 

2.  Ship  and  cargo  found  derelict  ofi*  Wicklow  Head,  and 

carried  by  the  salvors  into  Holybeadi  value  of  ship 
and  cargo  18,000/.,  1,800/.  awarded,  125. 

3.  Moiety  of  the  net  proceeds  of  a  vessel,  brought  in  a 

derelict  and  sold  under  decree  of  Courti  awarded  to 
the  salvors,  441. 

4.  A  derelict  found  upon  the  Pole  Sand,  at  the  mouth  of 

the  river  Exe,  condemned  as  droits  of  Admiralty, 
858. 

DESERTION. 

1.  Construction  of  the  act  5  &  6  Will.  4.  .186. 

2.  Desertion  charged  against  a  mariner  under  that  act  not 

established,  146. 

E. 
EVIDENCE. 

1 .  Evidence  of  releasing  witnesses  admissible  in  claims  of 

joint  capture,  IGO. 

2.  Where  cross  actions  are  brought  to  recover  damages  by 

collision,  the  one  party  suing  in  a  court  of  common 
law,  and  the  other  party  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
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EVIDENCE— (con<iww(?rf). 

affidavits  made  by  two  Trinity  Masters^  who  had  been 
examined  as  witnesses  at  Westminster  HaH,  stating 
their  opinion  upon  the  case  from  what  they  heard  at 
the  trial,  not  admissible  as  evid^ce  in  the  cause  before 
the  Court  of  Admiralty,  page  197. 

3.  Discrepancies  in  the  evi4^nce  of  the  witnesses  in  a  cause 

of  collision  as  to  the  minor  details  of  circumstances 
attending  the  collision,  iiot  material  to  affect  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court,  d81. 

4.  Discrepancies  in  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  upon 

non-essential  points,  no  conclusive  disparagement  to 
the  integrity  of  the  witnesses,  19S, 

5.  When  the  evidence  of  the  witnesses  f^a  the  one  side  and 

the  other  is  distinctly  at  variance,  the  Court  will  not 
necessarily  Iqck  to  the  number  of  the  witnesses  on 
either  side,  but  to  the  character  and  i^^us  pf  ^e  per- 
sqps  who  g^ve  tf^e  eyidenpe,  an4  th^  probabilities  of 
th^  f^tero^pt  th^y  are  produced  tp  s.upp^rt,  228. 

6.  Where  the  evidence  in  a  cause  of  damage  is  conflicting 

^p4  nearly  ba),anced,  the  presumption  is^  that  a  master 
charged  with  having  caused  the  damage  by  unseaman- 
like  conduct,  would  follow  the  ordinary  course,  246. 


I. 
INTEREST. 

1.  An  interest  to  establish  a  persona  9tan4i  in  judicio,  is  not 

na  absolute  rig)it  to  a  given  sum  of  mon^y  ;  but  if  a 
person  may  be  injured  by  a  decree  in  a  suit,  he  has  a 
right  to  be  heard  as  against  the  decree,  although  it  may 
eventually  turn  out  that  he  can  derive  rp  pecuniary 
benefit  from  the  result  of  the  suit  itself,  77. 

2.  In  a  cause  of  damage,  the  interest  of  monies  expended 

by  the  ojvners  of  the  daipaged  ship  in  the  repairs  of 
the  vessel  allowed  froni  the  date  of  the  payment  of 
the  repairs,  and  not  from  the  date  of  the  decree  pro- 
nouncing for  the  daniage,  530, 

INEVITABLE  ACCIDENT. 

An  inevitable  accident  in  point  of  law  is  that  which  the 
party  charged  with  the  collision  could  not  possibly 
prevent  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution  and 
maritime  skill,  20^. 
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J. 
JOINT  CAPTURE* 

Where  two  vessels  of  war,  engaged  ih  the  common  object 
of  the  suppression  of  the  slave  trade,  are  togethefj 
and  the  senior  officer  in  command  of  one  vessel,  pre* 
vious  to  a  chase,  gives  orders  to  tlie  other  vessel  to 
remain  behind  and  pick  up  the  boats  of  the  chasing 
vessel,  the  picking  up  of  such  boats  is  a  constructive 
assistance  rendered  towards  the  final  capture  of  the 
slaver,  and  coupled  with  the  fact  that  the  vessel  re- 
maining behind  is  seen  by  the  slaver  previous  to  and 
at  the  time  of  the  chase,  will  entitle  the  vessel  re- 
maining behind  to  share  in  the  capture,  although  the 
two  vessels  shall  not  have  been  expressly  associated 
by  orders  of  the  Admiralty,  pa^e  16d»  164. 

JURISDICTION. 

1.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  with  respect  to 

claims  of  mortgagees  of  vessels  extended  by  the  statute 
3&  4  Vict.  c.  65.  ,222. 

2.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  limited  to  the  claims  of  mort- 

gagees of  the  ship  itself,  and  is  not  extended  to  ques- 
tions arising  out  of  deeds  of  mortgage,  223. 

3.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  with  respect  to 

claims  of  mariners  for  their  wages,  limited  to  claims 
above  20/.  by  stat.  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  19,  s.  15.  .234. 

4.  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a 

suit  where  the  claim  is  under  20/.,  unless  it  is  appa- 
rent, upon  a  view  of  all  the  circumstances,  that  justice 
Could  not  be  fully  and  efficiently  administered  before 
a  magistrate,  235. 

5.  Jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  with  respect  to 

claims  for  salvage  rendered  within  the  body  of  a 
county  under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Vict.,  confined  to  the 
salvage  of  ships  and  sea-going  vessels,  and  does  not 
extend  to  the  salvage  of  a  rafl  of  timber  which  had 
broken  adrifl  from  the  owner's  wharf  and  was  found 
floating  down  the  harbour  of  Yarmouth,  256. 

L. 
l-AUNCH. 

1 .  Where  a  launch  is  about  to  take  place  on  a  river,  reason^ 

able  notice  of  the  intended  launch  must  be  given,  243. 

2.  Such  notice  must  be  suffici^ntlv  specific  as  to  the  tjpne 
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of  the  launch,  to  prevent  vessels  navigating  in  the  river 
from  unknowingly  incurring  risk  or  loss,  page  243. 
3.  A  collision  occasioned  by  a  launch  running  foul  of  a 
vessel  proceeding  down  the  river,  to  be  decided  upon 
the  same  principles  as  an  ordinary  case  of  collision  upon 
the  high  seas,  ftiS. 

LIEN. 

Salvage,  bottomry  bonds  and  seamen's  wages  are  liens  upon 
a  ship  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  term,  and  whoever 
takes  a  vessel  as  a  security,  must  take  it  subject  to 
such  liens,  although  they  may  accrue  subsequent  to 
the  mortgage,  79. 
LORD  OF  THE  MANOR. 

Claim  of  the  lord  of  a  manor  to  the  proceeds  of  a  ship 
stranded  and  abandoned  upon  the  Pole  Sand  at  the 
mouth  of  the  river  Exe,  and  taken  possession  of,  not 
at  low  water,  but  when  the  tide  was  in  to  the  extent 
of  some  feet,  overruled,  and  the  vessel  condemned  as 
droits  of  admiralty,  362,  363. 

M. 
MAGISTRATES. 

Have  no  jurisdiction  to  levy  warrants  of  distress  upon  a 
vessel  in  the  custody  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  at  the 
suit  of  seamen  for  their  wages,  under  stat.  7  8c  S 
Vict.  c.  11 2.. 394. 

MASTERS. 

J .  Masters  of  vessels  only  entitled  to  sue  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  for  their  wages,  under  the  stat.  7  &  8  Vict, 
c.  112,  where  the  owners  of  the  vessel  have  become 
bankrupt  or  insolvent  in  the  strict  legal  interpretation 
of  the  term,  377. 

2.  Privilege  of  masters  to  sue  limited  to  two  cases  : — 

1.  Where  the  wages  are  claimed  for  a  party  who  was 
owner  at  the  time  of  the  original  contract.  2.  Where 
such  owner  is  bankrupt  or  insolvent  at  the  time  when 
the  claim  is  preferred,  400. 

3.  Master  not  debarred  from  suing  under  the  statute  upon 

the  ground  that  he  was  a  co-mortgagee  of  the  vessel 
at  the  time,  401. 

4.  A  master  suing  under  the  statute  must  stand  upon  the 

same  footing  as  an  ordinary  mariner,  and  will  be  sub- 

VOL.  II.  p  p 
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jected  to  all  deductions  for  advances  made  to  him  by 
the  owners,  and  for  monies  received  by  him  on  account 
of  the  ship,  and  for  which,  upon  a  balance  of  accounts, 
he  may  be  indebted  to  the  owners,  page  iOl. 
5.  A  master's  right  to  sue  under  the  statute  not  barred  by 
his  acquiescence  in  the  sale  of  the  vessel  by  the  other 
mortgager,  404. 

MONITION. 

1 .  Monition  to  show  cause  why  an  attachment  should  not 

issue  decreed  against  a  broker  who  had  removed  the 
tackle  of  a  ship  while  in  custody  of  an  officer  of  the 
Court,  395. 

2.  Monition  refused  against  the  owners  of  a  vessel  which 

had  been  lost,  calling  upon  them  to  show  cause  why 
they  refused  payment  of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by 
the  master  in  payment  of  a  salvage  service  rendered 
to  the  vessel  previous  to  her  loss,  450. 

MORTGAGEES. 

1 .  The  obstacle  which  formerly  existed  as  to  the  title  of 
mortgagees  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  removed  by 
Stat.  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  32.  .80. 

Z.  Stat.  3  &  4  Vict,  confers  upon  the  Court  not  only  the 
right  of  adjudicating  upon  the  claims  of  mortgagees 
against  the  ship,  but  virtually  confers  the  same  power 
over  the  freight  or  the  funds  representing  the  freight, 
80. 

t'5.  Mortgagees  of  a  vessel  which  had  been  brought  in  dere- 
lict, and  sold  under  decree  of  Court,  held  entitled  to 
the  remaining  proceeds,  after  payment  of  the  salvors, 
in  preference  to  an  alleged  creditor  who  h%d  advanced 
money  for  the  service  of  the  ship  in  payment  of  wages, 
seamen's  board,  &c.,  441. 

N. 
NECESSARIES. 

1 .  In  order  to  establish  that  the  necessaries  supplied  to  a 

foreign  ship  are  necessaries  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  69,  the  vessel  must  be  in  a  state 
of  exigency  at  the  time,  and  the  articles  supplied  must 
consist  of  articles  needful  for  the  relief  of  such  exi- 
gency, 368. 

2.  Anchors  supplied  for  the  equipment  of  a  vessel  building 
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ID  a  foreign  dockyard  not  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  page  368. 

O. 
ONUS  PROBANDI. 

1.  Where  a  vessel  at  anchor  is  run  down  by  another  vessel 
under  sail,  the  onus  probandi  lies  with  the  vessel  un- 
der sail  to  show  that  the  collision  was  not  occasioned 
by  any  error  or  default  upon  her  part,  407. 

3.  Where  the  payment  of  a  mariner's  wages  is  resisted  by 
the  owners  upon  the  ground  of  an  alleged  desertion, 
the  onus  prubandi  lies  with  the  owners  to  make  good 
their  defence,  134. 

3.  Where  a  written  agreement  has  been  made  between  the 
master  of  a  sailing  vessel  and  the  master  of  a  vessel 
in  distress,  and  a  cancellation  of  the  agreement  is 
alleged,  the  onus  probandi  lies  with  the  party  setting 
up  the  averment,  1 70. 
OWNERS. 

1.  Owners  of  fishing  vessels  entitled  to  a  larger  share  in 

the  apportionment  of  salvage  than  the  owners  of  ordi- 
nary sailing  vessels,  26. 

2.  The  proportion  of  the  owners*  share  in  the  apportion- 

ment of  a  salvage  award  must  depend  upon  the  loss 
and  risk  incurred  by  the  vessel.  Where  the  service 
has  been  rendered  at  great  risk  and  loss  the  owners 
will  be  entitled  to  a  greater  proportion  of  reward  than 
where  the  vessel  is  merely  auxiliary  to  the  service,  25. 


PILOT. 

1.  Exclusive  duty  of  a  licensed  pilot  in  charge  to  direct 

the  time  and  manner  of  bringing  a  vessel  to  anchor, 
14,  388. 

2.  Manner  of  catting  the  anchor  preparatory  to  bringing 

up  a  vessel  at  her  anchorage  ground,  exclusively  with- 
in the  province  of  the  pilot  in  charge,  547. 

3.  Pilots  going  on  board  a  leaking  vessel  and  assisting  the 

crew  in  pumping  entitled  to  be  rewarded  as  salvors, 
247. 
PILOT  ACT. 

1.  Construction  of  Liverpool  Pilot  Act,  5  Geo.  IV.  c.  73. . 
15. 

vv2 
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2.  Construction  of  Cork  Harbour  Pilot  Act,  1  Geo.  IV. 

c.  52.  .page  447. 

3.  Exemption  from  liability  not  taken  away  by  the  fact 

that  the  pilot  in  charge  was  taken  on  board  in  prefer- 
ence to  other  pilots  by  the  master,  and  that  he  had 
been  constantly  engaged  to  conduct  the  vessel  up  and 
down  the  river  in  her  outward  and  homeward  voyages 
for  a  period  of  fifteen  years,  412. 

4.  l*he  provisions  of  the  General  Pilot  Act,  6  Geo.  IV. 

c.  125,  apply  to  England  only,  and  have  no  reference 
to  Ireland,  448. 

PIRATES. 

1 .  Not  necessary,  in  order  to  found  a  claim  for  the  bounties 

given  by  Stat.  6  Geo.  IV.  c.  49,  thilt  the  attack  should 
be  confined  to  persons  carrying  on  piracy  as  a  regular 
occupation,  356. 

2.  Import  of  the  statute  is  to  comprehend  all  acts  of  pi- 

racy by  whomsoever  committed,  356. 

PLEADING. 

1 .  Whatever  is  pleaded  in  the  nature  of  reply  must  be 
cither  in  contradiction  of  what  is  alleged  in  the  an- 
swer to  the  act,  or  explanatory  of  averments  in  the 
defence,  or  else  necessary  to  corroborate  the  original 
statements  in  the  case,  104. 

U.  A  rejoinder  must  not  state  new  matter  of  defence,  unless 
such  matter  has  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  party 
since  the  reply  was  given  in,  152. 

'J.  The  principle  of  pleading  by  act  on  petition  requires 
that  every  important  matter  which  is  intended  to  be 
denied  should  be  expressly  negatived.  Where  a  fact 
is  averred,  and  there  is  no  contradiction  of  that  fact, 
the  Court  prima  facie  will  assume  such  an  averment 
to  be  true,  308. 

4.  Declarations  of  a  pilot  in  charge  of  a  vessel  proceeded 

against  in  a  cause  of  damage,  that  the  collision  was 
not  his  fault,  but  was  occasioned  by  the  neglect  of  the 
crew  of  the  damaging  vessel,  not  pleadable  in  a  cause 
by  plea  and  proof,  392. 

5.  Declarations  of  a  mariner  confirming  the  pilot*8  asser- 

tion also  inadmissible,  392. 
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PRACTICE. 

1 .  In  the  case  of  a  British  suitor,  the  Court  will  expect  a 
^     more  strict  observance  of  the  technical  forms  of  pro- 
ceeding than  in  the  case  of  a  foreigner,  towards  whom 
greater  indulgence  will  be  extended,  page  106. 

2.  A  mortgagee  of  a  ship  is  not  entitled  to  arrest  a  vessel 

for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  bail  for  her  safe  return 

to  this  country,  110. 
S,  In  cases  of  salvage  it  is  the  usage  of  the  Court  to  take 

the  whole  value  of  the  ship  and  cargo,  and  assess  the 

amount  of  remuneration  upon  the  whole,  319. 
1-    Not  competent  to  parties  to  aver  that  the  services  were 

of  greater  importance  to  the  ship  than  to  the  cargo, 

and  that  the  ship  should  bear  the  greater  burthen  or 

vice  versd,  319. 

PROTEST. 

The  production  of  the  protest  is  necessary  in  all  cases, 
whether  of  collision  or  of  salvage,  but  more  particu- 
larly so  in  cases  of  salvage,  317. 

R. 
REGISTRAR  and  MERCHANTS. 

1 .  A  deduction  of  one-third  from  the  full  amount  of  the 

repairs  in  consideration  of  new  materials  being  sub- 
stituted for  the  old  not  sustained  in  the  report  of  the 
registrar  and  merchants,  282. 

2.  Allowance  by  the  registrar  and  merchants  that  debts 

bought  up  by  the  bondholder  from  the  ship's  creditors 
should  be  included  in  the  bond  to  the  extent  of  the 
sums  actually  paid  for  them  overruled,  and  such  items 
directed  to  be  struck  out^  486. 

REPAIRS. 

1 .  Repairs  of  a  British  vessel  in  a  port  of  this  country,  the 

owners  being  resident  in  England,  cannot  be  made  the 
subject  of  a  bottomry  transaction,  49. 

2.  Owners  of  a  damaged  vessel  run  down   by  collision 

entitled  to  the  full  amount  of  the  repairs,  no  deduc- 
tion being  allowed  in  consideration  of  new  materials 
being  substituted  for  old,  279. 
.'3.  Repairs  of  a  damaged  vessel  taken  into  port  after  a 
collision,  must  be  completed  at  once  before  the  ship 
leaves  the  port ;  additional  repairs  subsequently  done 
after  the  departure  of  the  vessel  not  allowed  in  the 
report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants,  535, 
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REPORT  OF  REGISTRAR  AND  MERCHANTS. 

In  considering  the  report  of  the  registrar  and  merchants, 
the  Court  will  not  enter  into  the  minutiae  of  objections 
taken  with  respect  to  minor  items,  nor  will  it  inquire 
into  the  minutiae  of  the  reasons  by  which  the  judg- 
ment of  the  registrar  and  merchants  has  been  in- 
fluenced, page  53S, 

(Vide  Registrar  and  Merchants.) 

S. 
SALVAGE. 

1 .  The  carrying  an  order  for  a  steamer  to  go  out  of  har- 

bour to  a  vessel  in  danger  and  distress,  held  to  con- 
stitute a  salvage  service  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  91. 

2.  Where  steamers  go  out  of  port  for  the  express  purpose 

of  rendering  assistance  to  vessels  in  distress,  the  time 
and  expense  incurred  in  reaching  the  vessel  is  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  fixing  the  amount  of  the  remu- 
neration, 294. 

3.  Salvage  of  a  raft  of  timber  which  had  broken  adrift 

from  the  owner's  wharf,  and  was  found  floating  in 
Yarmouth  harbour,  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  3  &  4 
Victoria,  c.  65. 

4.  The  crew  of  a  stranded  vessel  having  abandoned  their 

own  vessel,  and  having  taken  to  their  boats,  in  making 
for  the  land  fall  in  with  and  board  another  vessel 
also  stranded  and  abandoned,  and  bring  her  in  safety 
to  England,  claim  of  the  owners  of  the  first  vessel  to 
participate  in  the  salvage  award,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  actual  salvors  were  enabled  to  reach  the  second 
vessel  only  by  means  of  his  boats,  compasses,  &c., 
overruled,  353, 

SALVORS. 

1.  Where  two  vessels  come  up  together  to  render  assist- 
ance to  a  vessel  in  distress,  all  the  persons  comprising 
the  crews,  although  a  part  only  are  engaged,  are  en- 
titled to  be  considered  as  salvors,  8. 

^'.  A  person  employed  to  superintend  the  landing  of  the 
cargo  of  a  vessel  which  had  been  brought  in  derelict, 
not  considered  as  an  actual  salvor,  although  held 
entitled  to  some  remuneration  for  his  time  and  scr- 
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vices :  one  guinea  and  a  half  per  diem  during  the 
period  of  his  servic.es  awarded,  page  72. 

3.  Claim  of  salvors  setting  up  an  inflamed  or  exaggerated 

statement  of  their  services  dismissed,  and  alleged 
salvors  condemned  in  the  costs  of  the  proceedings, 
270. 

4.  Where  an  actual  service  has  been  rendered,  the  subse- 

quent misconduct  of  the  salvors  may  not  only  dimi- 
nish the  amount  of  their  reward,  but  the  entire  claim 
to  salvage  remuneration  may  be  forfeited,  477. 

5.  A  person  who,  under  an  agreement  with  the  master  of 

a  stranded  vessel,  had  taken  charge  of  the  ship,  and 
had  succeeded  in  saving  and  warehousing  a  part  of 
the  cargo,  the  vessel  having  gone  to  pieces,  held 
entitled  to  a  salvage  remuneration,  although  his  ser- 
vices were  to  be  considered  in  the  character  of  a  meri- 
torious agency,  rather  than  of  salvage  services,  259. 

SLAVE  VESSELS.     (Wde  Joint  Capture.) 

STEAM  TUGS. 

1.  Where  a  steam  tug  is  towing  a  vessel  with  a  licensed 

pilot  in  charge,  the  steamer  is  not  released  from  the 
obligation  of  watching  the  course  which  the  licensed 
pilot  pursues.  478. 

2.  If  the  course  pursued  by  the  pilot  will  lead  the  vessel 

into  danger,  and  probable  destruction,  it  is  not  for  the 
steamer  to  maintain  a  sulky  silence,  and  make  herself 
instrumental  in  the  destruction  of  life  and  property, 
478. 

3.  A  steam  tug,  af\er  assisting  a  stranded  vessel  off  the 

Goodwin  Sands,  in  towing  her  into  the  Downs,  ran 
her  aground  upon  the  Sandwich  Flats :  plea,  that  a 
licensed  pilot  was  in  charge  of  the  vessel,  and  that 
the  directions  as  to  the  course  of  the  vessel  rested 
with  the  pilot  exclusively,  overruled ;  and  claim  of 
the  steam  tug  for  salvage  remuneration  dismissed  with 
costs,  482. 

SUITOR. 

i.  A  suitor  prior  petens  in  a  cause  of  damage,  having  ob- 
tained a  decree  in  his  favour,  is  entitled  to  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  damaging  vessel  to  the  full  extent  of 
liis  damage,  482. 
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2.  Not  competent  to  other  parties  who  may  have  received 
damage  from  the  same  ship,  and  who  have  obtained  a 
sentence  subsequent  to  the  first  decree,  to  require  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  damaging  vessel  should  be  applied 
pro  ratft  to  satisfy  both  the  actions,  page  482. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 

1.  Supersedeas  directed  to  issue  for  the  release  of  a  pri- 

soner committed  to  the  Queen's  prison — upon  an 
attachment  served  in  Scotland— the  Lord  Ordinary 
having  withdrawn  his  concurrence  as  illegally  granted, 
287. 

2.  Supersedeas  refused  for  the  release  of  a  prisoner  com- 

mitted for  nonpayment  of  costs  in  a  cause  of  posses- 
sion, 345. 

(Vide  AUachment — Jurisdiction,) 

T. 

TRINITY  MASTERS.    (Vide  Affidavit.) 

Practice  of  the  Court  in  taking  the  opinion  of  the  Trinity 
Masters  in  cases  of  damage  by  collision,  225. 

TRINITY-HOUSE  RULES. 

Application  of  the  Trinity-House  regulations  depends  upon 
the  presumption  that  the  two  vessels  are  opposing 
each  other,  and  is  not  intended  to  apply  where  the 
heads  of  the  respective  vessels  are  lying  in  different 
directions,  213. 

W. 
WAGES. 

1.  Stipulation  in  mariner's  contract,  that  a  share  in  the 

proceeds  of  a  whaling  voyage  should  form  a  part  of 
the  wages,  held  to  constitute  a  special  contract,  and 
to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  Co. 

2.  Where  any  portions  of  a  wrecked  vessel  have  been  re- 

covered, a  mariner  is  entitled  to  sue  for  his  wages, 
although  no  freight  has  been  earned,  119. 

3.  Wages  of  a  mariner  not  forfeited  by  a  temporary  aban- 

donment of  the  vessel  whilst  in  a  port  for  repair,  146. 

WAGES  ACT— Construction  of  the  5  &  6  Will.  IV.  sections 
7  and  9. 
1 .  The  7th  section  of  the  act  expressly  purports  to  pro- 
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vide  a  penalty  for  temporary  absence  from  the  vessel 
in  cases  not  of  absolute  desertion,  nor  treated  as  such 
by  the  master,  page  125. 
2,  The  earlier  words  of  the  9th  section  are  confined  to  the 
conduct  of  a  sailor  prior  to  the  sailing  of  a  ship  from 
her  port  of  clearance ;  and  the  latter  part  of  the  sec- 
tion exclusively  refers  to  what  is  done  beyond  seas, 
125. 

Vide  (Jitrisdiction,) 
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Page    63,  line  19,  pro  or  lege  paid. 
211,  line  22,  in$ere  not. 

229,  line  11,  ;iro  and  lege  to. 

230,  line  14,  pro  unheard  lege  irrelevant. 
239.  line    4,  pro  avowed  lege  averred. 
250,  line  24,  pro  for  lege  from. 

335,  line  19,  dele  aware  and. 
350,  line  25,  pro  or  lege  in. 

361,  line  29,  pro  only  lege  acting. 

362,  line  16,  pro  guarded  lege  guided. 
362,  line  1 8,  pro  and  lege  or. 
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APPENDIX. 


9  &  10  Vict.  c.  99. 

An  Act  for  consolidating  and  amending  the  Laws  relating  to  Wreck 
and  Salvage.  [28^/i  August,  1846.] 

Whereas  divers  acts  have  been  passed  through  a  long  series  of 
years  for  preserving  ships  and  goods  stranded  or  cast  on  shore, 
as  well  as  tor  preventing  frauds  and  depredations  on  shipowners 
and  others,  and  for  the  adjustment  of  salvage  :  And  whereas  it  is 
expedient  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  same :  Be  it  therefore 
enacted  by  the  Queen's  most  excellent  Majesty,  by  and  with  the 
advice  and  consent  of  the  lords  spiritual  and  temporal,  and  com- 
mons, in  this  present  parliament  assembled,  and  by  the  authority 
of  the  same.  That  this  act  shall  come  into  operation  on  the  passing  Commeocement 
thereof  as  to  the  appointment  of  the  officers  hereby  authorized,  of  the  act. 
and  the  posting  of  their  names,  and  as  to  the  other  parts  thereof 
on  the  nrst  day  of  October,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
forty-six. 

£.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  the  several  acts  herein-after  men-  Recited  acts 
tioned  and  referred  to  shall  be  repealed  3  (that  is  to  say,)  an  act  repealed,  viz. 
passed  in  the  twelfth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen 
Anne,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  preserving  all  such  Ships  and  Goods  12  Anne,  at.  2, 
thereof  which  shall  happen  to  be  forced  on  shore  or  stranded  c.  18. 
upon  the  Coasts  of  this  Kingdom  or  any  other  of  her  Majesty's 
Dominions ; "  and  also  an  act  passed  in  the  fourth  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  First,  intituled  "  An  Act  4  0. 1,  c.  12. 
for  enforcing  and  making  perpetual  an  Act  of  the  Twelfth  Year 
of  her  late  Majesty,  intituled  '  An  Act  for  the  preserving  all  such 
Ships  and  Goods  thereof  which  shall  happen  to  be  forced  on 
shore  or  stranded  upon  the  Coasts  of  this  Kingdom  or  any  other 
of  her  Majesty's  Dominions  ; '  and  for  inflicting  the  Punishment 
of  Death  on  such  as  shall  wilfully  burn  or  destroy  Ships  ;"  and 
also  an  act  passed  in  the  twenty-sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
Majesty  King  George  the  Second,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  enforcing  26  G.  2,  c.  19. 
the  Laws  against  Persons  who  shall  steal  or  detain  shipwrecked 
Goods,  and  for  the  Relief  of  Persons  suffering  Losses  thereby ;  " 
and  also  an  act  passed  in  the  forty-ninth  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  prevent-  49  g.  3,  c.  122, 
ing  Frauds  and  Depredations  committed  on   Merchants,  Ship- 
owners, and  Underwriters,  by  Boatmen  and  others  ;  and  also  for 
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remedying  certain  Defects  relative  to  the  adjustment  of  Salvage 
in  England  under  an  Act  made  in  the  Twelfth  Year  of  Queen 
Anne ;  "  and  also  an  act  passed  in  the  fifty-third  year  of  the 

63  G.  3,  c.  87.  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Thircl,  intituled  "  An  Act 
to  continue  for  Seven  Years  Two  Acts,  passed  in  the  Forty- 
eighth  and  Forty-ninth  Years  of  His  present  Majesty,  for  pre- 
venting Frauds  by  Boatmen  and  others^  and  adjusting  Salvage, 
and  for  extending  and  amending  the  Laws  relating  to  Wreck  and 
Salvage;'*  and  also  an  act  passed  in  the  fifty- third  year  of  the 

53  0.3,  C.140.  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled  '*  An  Act 
to  amend  an  Act  made  in  the  last  session  of  parliaraent,  intituled 
*  An  Act  for  the  more  eifectual  Regulation  of  Pilots  and  of  the 
Pilotage  of  Ships  and  Vessels  on  the  Coast  of  England,'  and  for 
the  Regulation  of  Boatmen  employed  in  supplying  Yeiaels  with 
Pilots  licensed  under  the  said  Act,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  Coast 
of  Kent  within  the  Limits  of  the  Cinque  Ports ;  "  and  also  an  act 
passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holden  in  the  first  and  second 
years  of  the   reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George   the  Fourth, 

I  &  2  O.  4,  intituled  *'  An  Act  to  continue  and  amend  certain  Acts  for  pre- 
c.  75.  venting  Frauds  and  Depredations  committed  on  Merchants,  Ship- 
owners, and  Underwriters,  hy  Boatmen  and  others ;  and  also  for 
remedying  certain  Defects  relative  to  the  Adjustment  of  Salvage 
in  England,  under  an  Act  made  in  the  Twelfth  Year  of  Queen 
Anne ; "  and  also  so  much  of  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of 
parliament  holden  in  the  third  and  fourth  years  of  the  reign  of 

3  &  4  Vict        her    present    Majesty   Queen    Victoria,   intituled   <*  An  Act  to 
c.65,s.  6.         improve  the  Practice  and  extend  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  High 

Court  of  Admiralty  of  England,"  as  relates  to  awards  made  by 
justices  and  others  in  salvage  cases,  and  appeals  therefrom ;  and 
also  so  much  of  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holdea 
in  the  eighth  and  ninth  years  of  her  present  Majesty  Queen 
8  &  9  Vict.  Victoria,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  general  Regulation  of  the 
c*B6.  Customs,'*  as  relates  to  persons  being  in  possession  of  goods 

derelict,  jetsom,  flotsam,  or  wreck,  and  to  the  disposal  of  such 
goods  ;  and  also  an  act  passed  in  the  parliament  of  Ireland  in  the 
fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  First, 

4  0. 1,  c.  4.      intituled  **  An  Act  for  the  preserving  all  such  Ships  and  Goods 

thereof  which  shall  happen  to  be  forced  on  shore  or  stranded 
upon  the  Coasts  of  this  Kingdom  ;  "  and  also  so  much  of  an  set 
passed  in  the  parliament  of  Ireland  in  the  eleventh  year  of  the 

II  G.  2,  c.  9.     reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Second,  intituled  "  An  Act 

for  enforcing  and  making  perpetual  an  Act,  intituled  '  An  Act  for 
the  preserving  of  all  such  Ships  and  Goods  thereof  which  shall 
happen  to  be  forced  on  shore  or  stranded  upon  the  Coasts  of  this 
Kingdom ; '  and  also  for  inflicting  the  Punishment  of  Death  on 
all  such  as  shall  wilfully  burn,  sink,  or  destroy  Ships,"  as  makes 
the  said  last-mentioned  act  of  the  fourth  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
Majesty  King  George  the  First  perpetual ;  and  also  so  much  of 
an  act  passed  in  the  parliament  of  Ireland  in  the  seventeenth  year 
of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Second,  intiuiled 
17  G.  2,  c.  11.   "An  Act  for  the  Amendment  of  the  Law  in  relation  to  Forgeiyi 
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and  the  Salvage  of  Ships  and  Goods  stranded/'  as  relates  to  sal- 

yage  and  proceedings  relating  thereto  ;  and  also  an  act  passed  in 

the  session  of  the  parliament  of  Ireland  holden  in  the  twenty-third 

and  twenty-fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George 

the  Third,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  the  Amendment  of  the  Law  in  23  &  24  G.  3, 

relation  to  the  Salvage  of  Ships  and  Goods  stranded,  or  in  danger  ^'  ^^* 

of  perishing  at  Sea  ; "  and  the  said  several  acts  and  parts  of  acts 

berein-before  mentioned  and  set  forth  are  hereby  accordingly 

repealed,  except  so  far  as  the  said  acts  or  any  of  them,  or  any 

tbii^  therein  contained,  repeal  any  former  act  or  acts,  or  any 

parts  thereof;  and  all  and  every  which  said  act  or  acts,  or  the 

parts  thereof  so  repealed,  shall  remain  and  continue  repealed  to 

all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever .  Provided  always,  that  all 

ofiences  which  shall  have  been  committed  and  all  penalties  and 

forfeitures  which  shall  have  been  incurred  previously  to  the  first 

day  of  October,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-six,  shall 

and  may  be  punishable  and  recoverable  respectively  under  the 

above-mentioned  acts  or  any  of  them  as  if  the  same  had  not  been 

repealed. 

III.  And  be  it  enacted.  That,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  lUceivereof 
provisions  of  this  act  into  effect,  the  receiver  general  of  droits  of  tdmiralty  droits 
admiralty  may  from  time  to  time  appoint  persons  to  act  under  ^^^.Jf'  ^ 
hiooy  to  be  styled  "  receivers  of  droits  of  admiralty ; "   and  in  |^^?  names 
the  construction  of  this  act  the  word  <<  receivers  "  shall  mean  and  addresses 
receivers  of  droits  of  admiralty  ;  and  such   receivers  shall  hold  to  be  posted 
their  offices  during  the  pleasure  of  the  receiver  general  and  the  ^  custom 
pleasure  of  the  commissioners  of  admiralty  ;    and  the  said  re-  |jf ^Jl*  i? 
ceivers  shall   be   entitled   to  the   fees   herein-afler    mentioned,  ^ 

together  with  a  further  remuneration,  to  be  defrayed  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  sales  of  droits  made  by  them,  at  the  rate  of  five 
pounds  for  every  hundred  pounds,  after  abating  the  charges  and 
expenses  incurred  by  them  ;  and  the  said  receiver  general  shall 
send  a  list  containing  the  names  of  such  receivers,  with  their 
respective  addresses,  to  the  collectors  of  her  Majesty's  customs 
at  the  different  ports  of  England  and  Wales  and  Ireland,  and  also 
to  the  secretary  of  the  committee  for  managing  the  affairs  of 
Lloyd's  in  the  city  of  London ;  and  the  said  collectors  and  secre- 
tary respectively  shall  cause  the  said  list  to  be  affixed  in  a  con- 
spicuous place  in  the  custom  houses  in  the  said  ports  and  at 
Lloyd's   aforesaid   respectively:    Provided  always,  that  all  the  All  provisions 
provisions  contained  in  this   act  having   reference  to  the  said  in  this  act 
receivers,  whether  as  to  their  stvle,  office,  powers,  duties,  remu-  «»P«ciing 
neration,  or  otherwise,  or  as  to  the  posting  of  their  names,  shall  {^ppi"able 
in  all  respects  be  applicable  to  those  persons  who  shall  at  the  to  the  present 
time  of  the  passing  of  this  act  have  been  appointed  agents  to  the  agents  ap- 
said  receiver  general  of  droits  of  admiralty,  in  as  full  and  ample  pointed  by  the 
a  manner  as  if  the  said  agents  had  been  appointed  receivers  under  J^»vergenenl. 
this  act ;  and  all  appointments  in  writing  of  agents  or  receivers  of^iMntiT*" 
by  the  receiver  general  of  droits  of  admiraltv,  heretofore  or  which  exempt  from 
may  be  hereafter  made,  are  hereby  declarea  to  be  exempt  from  stamp  duty. 
stamp  duty. 
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Lords  of 
manors,  &c. 
claimiog  a 
right  to  wreck 
to  give  notice 
to  a  receiver. 


All  persons 
finding  wreck, 
&c.  to  report 
and  deliver  it 
forthwith  to  a 
receiver  or 
officer  of  the 
customs. 


4.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  every  lord  or  lady  of  any  manor, 
or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown,  or  other  person  or  body 
corporate  who  may  be  entitled  to  or  claim  to  be  entitled  to  wrea 
of  the  sea,  or  to  any  goods  found  jetsam,  flotsam,  lagan,  or  dere- 
lict, shall  deliver,  or  send  by  the  general  post  or  otherwise,  a 
notice  in  writing,  setting  forth  such  claim,  to  such  one  of  the 
receivers  respectively  whose  residence  shall  be  within  or  nearest 
to  the  said  manor  or  other  district  in  which  such  claim  is  made ; 
and  that  no  such  lord  or  lady  of  any  manor  aforesaid,  patentee  or 
grantee  of  the  crown,  nor  any  other  person  or  body  corporate, 
shall  be  considered  as  possessing  such  title,  or  be  able  to  enforce 
the  same  at  law  or  in  equity,  until  such  notice  shall  have  been  so 
given  as  aforesaid  :  Provided  always,  that  where  two  or  more 
notices  shall  be  given  claiming  the  same  rights  the  party  who 
shall  adduce  to  the  receiver  evidence  of  his  having  enjoyed  such 
rights,  or  if  both  parties  shall  adduce  evidence  thereof,  then  the 
party  who  shall  appear  to  the  receiver  to  have  bc^n  last  in  the 
enjoyment  of  such  rights,  shall  be  considered  as  the  party  entided, 
until  such  conflicting  claims  shall  have  been  finally  determined  at 
law  or  in  equity  ;  and  unless  such  evidence  shall  be  adduced  hy 
one  of  the  said  parties,  such  receivers,  being  in  possession  of  such 
wreck  of  the  sea,  or  goods  jetsam,  flotsam,  lagan,  or  derelict, 
shall  not  deliver  the  same,  except  to  the  original  owner  thereof, 
until  such  conflicting  claims  shall  have  been  determined  as 
aforesaid. 

5.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  all  persons  whomsoever  who  shall 
find,  take  up,  or  be  in  possession  of  any  wreck  of  the  sea,  or  any 
goods  jetsam,  flotsam,  lagan,  or  derelict,  or  any  boat,  vessel, 
apparel,  anchor,  cable,  tackle,  stores,  or  materials,  or  any  goods, 
merchandize^  or  other  article  whatsoever,  which  shall  have  been 
found  floating  or  sunk  at  sea,  or  elsewhere  in  any  tidal  water, 
or  cast,  thrown,  or  stranded  upon  the  shore,  and  whether  the 
same  be  found  above  or  below  high-water  mark,  and  whether 
wholly  on  land  or  wholly  in  the  water,  or  partly  on  land  and 
partly  in  the  water,  or  shall  find  or  take  possession  of  any  droit 
of  admiralty  of  any  description,  whether  such  person  shall  claim 
to  be  entitled  to  such  article  or  droit  or  not,  shall  forthwith  send 
to  the  receiver  or  to  the  collector  or  comptroller  of  customs  at 
the  port  or  place  nearest  to  which  such  articles  or  droits  have 
been  found  a  report  in  writing  of  all  such  articles  or  droits  so 
found,  containing  an  accurate  and  particular  description  of  the 
marks  (if  any)  thereon,  and  of  the  time  and  situation  when  and 
where  the  same  were  found,  and  shall  also  forthwith  place  such 
articles  or  droits  at  the  disposal  of  the  said  receiver  or  officer  of 
the  customs ;  and  every  ofBcer  of  the  customs  receiving  such 
report  shall  forthwith  transmit  the  same  to  the  nearest  receiver; 
and  every  person  who  shall  keep  possession  of  or  retain,  or  con- 
ceal or  secrete,  any  such  wreck  of  the  sea,  jetsam,  flotsam,  lagan, 
derelict,  boat,  vessel,  apparel,  anchor,  cable,  tackle,  stores,  mate- 
rials, goods,  merchandize,  or  other  article  as  aforesaid,  or  shall 
deface,   take  out,   or  obliterate    any  name,  mark,  or  numto 
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thereon,  or  alter  the  same  in  any  manner,  or  shall  keep  pos- 
session of  or  retain,  or  conceal  or  dispose  of  any  droit  of  admi- 
ralty, or  shall  not  forthwith  report  and  place  at  the  disposal  of 
such  receiver  or  officer  of  the  customs  any  such  article  or  droit 
in  the  manner  aforesaid,  shall  forfeit  all  claim  to  salvage,  and 
shall  on  conviction  forfeit  any  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
pounds,  and  also  forfeit  and  pay  double  the  value  of  the  articles 
to  the  owner  thereof,  if  claimed,  or  to  her  Majesty,  if  the  same 
become  or  be  a  droit  of  admiralty  ;  which  double  value  may  be 
recovered  in  the  same  manner  as  a  penalty  under  this  act. 

6.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  receiver  Receivers  and 
or  officer  of  the  customs  upon  warrant  obtained  by  application  to  officers  of 
any  magistrate  or  justice  of  the  peace,  who  is  hereby  empowered  customs  may  by 
to  srant  the  same,  to  search  for,  seiae,  and  detain  any  such  article  ^^"J*"^  *®** 
or  droit  as  shall  not  have  been  reported  or  dealt  with  in  the  man-  fepo't^^or 
ner  herein-before  directed,  either  on  shore,  stranded,  or  afloat,  delivered,  who 
and  for  that  purpose  to  enter  any  house,  store^  or  building,  or  any  shall  be  entitled 
ship,  vessel,  or  boat ;  and  every  officer  of  the  customs  so  seizing  *o  salvage. 

as  aforesaid  shall  forthwith  send  to  the  nearest  receiver  a  report 
in  writing  of  the  articles  or  droits  so  seized,  and  describing  the 
marks  (if  any)  thereon;    and  every  receiver  or  officer  of  the 
customs  so  seizing  as  aforesaid  shall  be  entitled  to  salvage  for  the 
said  articles  or  droits ;  and  if  any  such  seizure  shall  have  been  informer 
made  in  consequence  of  any  information  given  to  any  such  receiver  entitled  to 
or  officer  of  the  customs,  the  person  who  shall  give  such  inforraa-  ««ch  reward  as 
tion  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  such  reward  out  of  the  salvage  as  '?^?I^Yi  ^^^^^ 
the  receiver  general  of  droits  of  admiralty  shall  think  fit  to  allow  ;  *       *  °''' 
Provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  receiver,  as  often 
as  the  case  may  arise  when  articles  or  droits  of  admiralty  found 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  high  court  of  admiralty  shall  h^ 
carried  away  out  of  such  jurisdiction,  either  within  the  limits  of 
the  cinque  ports  or  elsewhere,  to  seize  and  carry  away  the  same, 
and  place  them  in  some  warehouse  or  other  place  of  security^  to 
be  dealt  with  in  the  same  manner  as  is  hereby  directed  and  pro- 
vided in  the  case  of  articles  which  shall  have  been  so  reported  as 
aforesaid. 

7.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  every  receiver  to  whom  any  such  Receivers  lo 
report  shall  be  sent,  or  by  whom  any  such  seizure  shall  be  made  send  to  principal 
as  aforesaid,  shall  within  forty-eight  hours  send  to  the  principal  officers  of 
officer  of  the  customs  at  the  nearest  port  a  report  in  writing  con-  customs  at 
taining  an  accurate  description  of  the  articles  so  reported  or  seized,  "**'*"  f°'iJd 
and  the  said  receiver  shall  also  forward  a  report  of  the  articles  so  Ji^J^^ted  o^ 
reported  to  or  seized  by  him  to  the  secretary  of  the  committee  of  seised,  when 
Lloyd's  aforesaid,  and  the  same  shall  be  placed  by  the  said  secre-  they  amount  to 
tary  in  some  conspicuous  situation  for  the  inspection  of  all  persons  20/.  in  value ;  a 
choosing  to  inspect  and  examine  the  same  ;  and  if  the  said  secre-  *^**''^,,  u^ 
tary  shall  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  place  such  report  or  copy,  or  any  p^^^d  at 
other  report  or  copy  by  this  act  so  directed  to  be  placed,  he  shall  Lloyd's. 

for  every  such  neglect  or  refusal  forfeit  and  pay  the  sum  of  five 
pounds  ;  and  the  receiver  shall  for  every  such  report  so  forwarded 
to  the  said  secretary  be  entitled  to  receive  of  and  from  the  owner 
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Receivers  to 
ive  notice  to 


Ei 


of  the  articles  in  respect  of  which  such  report  shall  have  been 
made,  if  the  same  be  claimed,  or  out  of  the  produce  of  the  ssk 
thereof,  if  the  same  be  not  claimed,  the  sum  of  ten  shilliags: 
Provided  always,  that  no  report  shall  be  forwarded  by  a  receiver 
to  the  said  secretary  until  the  articles  for  and  in  respect  of  whidi 
a  report  is  required  shall  amount  in  value  to  the  sum  of  twenty 
pounds  at  the  least. 

8.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  as  o(\en  as  it  shall  happen  that  any 
lord  or  lady  of  any  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown,  or 


&c.  of  the 
findiDg  of  wrsck 
claimed  by 
tlNm. 


[2!]!^°^""°**"'  ^^^®'  person  or  body  corporate  entitled  to  or  claiming  to  be 
entitlea  to  wreck  of  the  sea,  or  to  any  goods  found  jetsam,  flotsam, 
or  lagan,  shall  have  given  notice  to  a  receiver  of  such  clain 
as  herein-before  directed,  and  that  subsequently  to  sudi  notice 
being  given  any  article  shall  be  reported  to  or  seised  by  the  same 
or  any  other  receiver  which  may  appear  to  auch  receiver  to  have 
been  found  within  the  limits  of  the  manor  or  district  in  respect  of 
which  such  notice  of  claim  shall  have  been  given,  it  shall  be  lawfal 
for  such  receiver  and  he  is  hereby  directed  and  required,  within 
twenty-four  hours  af\er  receiving  such  report  or  making  soch 
seizure,  to  send  by  the  general  post  or  otherwise  to  the  said  lord 
or  lady  of  a  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown^  or  other 
person  or  body  corporate  having  made  such  claim  as  aforesaid,  or 
to  his,  her,  or  their  bailiff,  reeve,  or  other  officer,  a  notice  in 
writing  setting  forth  an  account  and  description  of  the  article  so 
reported  or  seized,  and  of  the  place  and  time  when  and  where  the 
same  was  found. 

9.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  if  the  rightful  owner  of  any  article 
which  has  been  so  reported  to  or  seized  by  any  receiver  as  herein- 
before directed  shall  make  out  his  claim  to  the  said  article,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  said  receiver,  within  the  period  of  twelve 
calendar  months  from  the  day  on  which  such  article  shall  have 
been  so  reported  to  or  seized  by  the  said  receiver,  such  article 
shall  be  restored  to  the  said  owner,  on  payment  of  the  duties  and 
necessary  charges  attending  the  care  or  removal  of  the  same,  and 
a  reasonable  compensation  for  salvage  thereof,  and  also  on  pay- 
ment to  the  said  receiver  of  a  sum  after  the  rate  of  five  per 
centum  on  the  value  of  the  article,  but  in  no  case,  whatever  may 
be  the  value  of  the  articles,  shall  such  per-centage  exceed  fif^ 
pounds. 

10.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  when  any  such  article  as  aforesaid 
shall  have  been  in  the  custody  of  any  receiver  in  manner  aforesaid, 
and  shall  not  be  legally  claimed  by  the  owner  thereof  within  the 

^^^  ^      aforesaid  space  of  twelve  calendar  months,  and  any  lord  or  lady 

lords  of  manon,  ®^  *  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown,  or  other  person 

&c.,  may  make    or  body  corporate,  having  given  due  notice  of  his  or  her  claim  as 

good  their  claim  herein-before  required,  or  his,  her,  or  their  bailiff,  reeve,  or  other 

month  foHowin     °^^^'"»  *^®^*  within  the  space  of  thirty  days  after  the  expiration  of 

owiDg.  ^Y^^  ^^1^  ^^^^^  ^^  twelve  calendar  months  make  it  appear  to  the  said 

receiver,  by  the  production  of  satisfactory  evidence,  that  such 

article  was  found  within  the  manor  or  district  in  respect  of  which 

such  claim  is  made,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  receiver  and  he  is 


Owners  of 
wreck  may  on 
making  good 
their  claim 
within  twelve 
months  have  it 
delivered  up  to 
them. 


Wreck.  &c., 
not  being 
claimed  oy  the 
owner  within 
twelve  months, 
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hereby  reqaired  and  enjoined  to  deliver  up  such  article  to  the  said 
lord  or  lady  of  a  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown, 
or  other  person  or  body  corporate,  or  his,  her,  or  their  bailiff, 
reeve,  or  other  officer,  on  payment  of  the  duties,  and  all  charges 
and  expenses  attending  the  care  or  removal  of  the  said  article, 
together  with.a  reasonable  compensation  for  salvage,  and  also  on 
payment  to  the  said  receiver  of  a  sum  afler  the  rate  of  five  per 
centum  on  the  valae  of  the  article,  but  in  no  case,  whatever  may 
be  the  value  of  the  articles,  shall  such  per-centage  exceed  the  sum 
of  fifty  pounds :  Provided  always,  that  if  the  receiver  shall  deter- 
mine affainst  the  right  of  any  person  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of 
any  such  article  as  aforesaid,  or  against  the  evidence  produced  by 
any  lord  or  lady  of  a  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown, 
or  other  person  or  body  corporate,  as  to  the  finding  of  any  such 
article  as  aforesaid,  he  shall  be  bound,  at  the  request  of  the  party 
against  whom  he  shall  have  determined  respectively,  to  signify 
such  determination  in  writing,  with  the  date  thereof  and  the 
reasons  for  the  same. 

11.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  when  no  claim  to  any  article  in  Wreck,  &&,  not 
the  custody  of  any  receiver  or  officer  of  customs  as  aforesaid  shall  claimed  eiihcr 
be  established,  either  by  the  owner  thereof,  or  by  any  lord  or  lady  }*y  ?^^!  ®' 
of  a  manor,  or  patentee  or  grantee  of  the  crown,  or  other  such  i^oortoSesold 
person    or   body   corporate   as   aforesaid,    within    the  said  re-  as  droiu  of 
spective  periods  as  aforesaid,  then  the  said  article  shall  be  deemed  adminiUy. 
and  taken  to  be  droits  of  admiralty,  and  shall  be  sold  by  the  said 
receiver,  without  any  legal  process  whatsoever,  and  the  net  pro- 
ceeds thereof,  after  the  payment  of  salvage,  when  the  same  shall 
be  ptyable,  and  of  the  other  charges,  shall  be  forthwith  transmitted 
by  nim  to  the  said  receiver  general :   Provided  always,  that  when  Ooodi  deemed 
any  article  in  the  custody  of  any  receiver  or  officer  of  customs  as  perishable  or  of 
aforesaid  shall  be  of  so  perishable  a  nature,  or  so  much  injured  or  small  valae  may 
damaged,  that  the  same  cannot,  in  his  opinion,  be  kept,  or  if  the  ^  ^^^  imme- 
value  thereof  shall  not  be  sufficient  to  defray  the  charge  of  ware-    ^^^®  ^' 
housing,  then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  receiver  to  sell  the  same  before  the  expiration  of  the  periods 
herein-before  mentioned,  and  the  money  raised  by  such  sale,  after 
defraying  the  salvage  and  other  expenses  thereof,  shall  be  trans- 
mitted by  him  to  the  said  receiver  general,  and  remain  in  the 
hands  of  the  said  receiver  general,  to  abide  and  be  subject  and 
liable  to  the  claims  of  all  persons,  in  like  manner  as  the  article 
itself  would  remain  and  be  subject  and  liable  to  if  remaining  unsold : 
Provided  also,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  receiver,  and  he  is 
hereby  authorized,  if  he  in  his  discretion  think  fit,  when  he  shall 
have  in  his  custody  any  article  which  shall  not  appear  to  him  to 
be  of  greater  value  than  five  pounds,  to  sell  the  same  before  the 
expiration  of  the  said  periods,  and  forthwith  pay  salvage  to  the 
party  claiming  the  same,  and  to  transmit  the  remainder  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale  in  the  manner  herein-before  provided  ;  but  in 
every  such  last- mentioned  case  the  salvor  shall  not  be  entitled  to 
more  than  one  third  of  the  net  produce  of  such  sale. 

10.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  no  vice  admiral  or  deputy  vice  Vice  admirals 
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of  counties,  &c.» 
oot  to  interfere 
with  wreck,  &c. 


Where  salvage 
insufficient, 
lords  of  treasury, 
on  application 
by  receiver 
general  or  lord 
warden  of 
cinque  ports, 
may  allow  a 
sum  for  salvage. 


Receivers, 
justices,  &c.,  or 
custom  house 
officers,  when 
any  ship  or 
vessel  snail  be 
in  distress, 
empowered  to 
summon  men 
and  ships  to 
assist  them. 


Penalty  for 
refusal. 


As  to  persons 
empowered  to 
give  orders  in 
case  of  a  vessel 
stranded. 


admiral  of  any  county,  or  any  a^nt  of  the  same,  shall  as  radi 
henceforth  receive,  take,  seize  or  in  any  manner  interfere  with  any 
wreck  of  the  sea,  or  any  other  of  the  goods  or  articles  herein-before 
mentioned. 

13.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  as  often  as  it  shall  happen,  upoD 
the  sale  of  articles  as  herein-before  directed,  that  after  the  pay- 
ment of  duties  and  other  necessary  expenses  there  shall  not  be 
left  a  sum  sufficient  to  defray  the  salvage,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  receiver,  or,  if  the  same  shall  happen  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  lord  warden  of  the  cinque  ports,  the  deputy  seijeant  or 
other  officer  of  the  said  lord  warden  in  whose  respective  custody 
the  articles  shall  have  been,  to  send  a  report,  stating  the  circum- 
stances, the  said  receiver  to  the  said  receiver  general,  and  the  said 
deputy  Serjeant  or  other  officer  to  the  said  ford  warden,  as  the 
case  may  be ;  and  the  commissioners  of  her  Majesty's  treasury, 
on  receiving  an  application  thereupon  from  the  said  receiver  general 
or  from  the  said  lord  warden,  as  the  case  may  be,  may  aiid  they 
are  hereby  authorized  to  allow  such  sum  to  be  paid  out  of  her 
Majesty's  exchequer  by  way  of  salvage  as  they  shall  deem  suffi- 
cient. 

14.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  when  any  ship  or  vessel  whatsoever 
shall  be  in  distress,  or  in  danger  of  being  stranded  or  run  on  shore, 
or  shall  be  stranded  or  run  on  shore,  every  receiver,  as  weU  as 
all  justices  of  the  peace,  and  also  all  mayors,  bailiffs,  and  other 
officers  of  corporations  and  port  towns,  and  all  constables,  head- 
boroughs,  tythingmen,  and  officers  of  the  customs  and  excise, 
shall  summon  and  call  together  as  many  men  as  shall  be  thought 
necessary  to  the  assistance  and  preservation  of  such  ship  or  vend 
and  its  cargo,  or  for  the  saving  human  life,  and  if  there  shall  be 
any  ship  or  vessel  belonging  to  any  of  her  Majesty's  subjects,  or 
any  waggons,  carts,  and  horses,  near  the  place  where  such  ship  or 
vessel  is  in  distress  or  danger  as  aforesaid,  the  said  receiver  and 
other  officers  herein-before  mentioned,  or  any  of  them,  are  hereby 
required  and  empowered  to  demand  of  the  superior  officer  of  su<i 
ship  or  vessel  assistance  by  boats,  or  such  hands  as  can  be  conve- 
niently spared,  and  to  demand  the  use  of  any  waggons,  carts,  and 
horses  of  the  owner  or  person  having  the  charge  thereof,  for  the 
service  and  preservation  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  in  distress  as 
aforesaid,  and  her  cargo,  or  for  the  saving  human  life ;  and  every 
such  superior  officer,  owner,  or  person  refusing  or  neglecting  to 
comply  immediately  with  such  demand  shall  for  every  such  refusal 
or  neglect  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  one  hundred 
pounds. 

15.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  for  the  prevention  of  confusion 
among  persons  assembled  to  save  any  ship  or  vessel  in  distress  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  of  the  goods  or  efiects  belonging  thereto,  all 
persons  so  assembled  shall  conform,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  orders 
of  the  master  or  owner  or  officer  in  charge  of  the  said  ship  or 
vessel  in  distress,  and  in  the  next  place  to  those  of  the  receiver, 
and  for  want  of  their  presence  to  those  of  the  officers  herein-after 
mentioned,  in  the  following  subordination,  as  any  of  such  officers 
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shall  be  present ;  (that  is  to  say,)  first  the  officers  of  customs  or 
coast  guard,  then  those  of  the  excise,  then  of  the  sheriff  or  his 
deputy,  then  any  justice  of  the  peace,  then  any  mayor  or  chief 
magistrate  of  any  corporation,  then  any  coroner,  then  any  chief 
constable,  then  any  petty  constable  or  peace  officer;  and  any 
person  whomsoever  acting  knowingly  or  wilfully  contrary  to  such 
orders  shall,  on  conviction  before  one  justice  of  the  peace,  forfeit 
and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  fifty  pounds. 

16.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  any  receiver,  or  in  his  absence  Examination 
any  justice  of  the  peace,  shall  as  soon  as  conveniently  maybe  on  oath  of  ship's 
examine  upon  oath   (which   oath   they  are   hereby  respectively  ?*™?1?*'^' 
empowered  to  administer)  any  person  belonging  to  any  ship  or  ^^J'^y  and 'a" 
vessel  which  may  be  or  may  have  been  in  distress,  or  others  who  copy  to  be  sent 
may  be  able  to  give  any  account  thereof,  or  of  the  cargo  or  stores  to  receiver  gene- 
thereof,  as  to  the  name  or  description  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  ^1* 

and  the  names  of  the  master,  commander,  or  chief  officer  and 
owners  thereof,  and  of  the  owner  of  the  said  cargo,  and  of  the 
ports  or  places  from  or  to  which  the  said  ship  or  vessel  was  bound 
and  the  occasion  of  the  said  ship's  distress,  and  of  the  services 
rendered,  and  as  to  any  other  matter  or  circumstance  relating  to 
the  said  ship  or  cargo,  or  any  of  the  stores  thereof,  as  the  said 
receiver  or  justice  may  think  fit  and  necessary  ;  and  the  said  re- 
ceiver or  justice  shall  take  the  said  examination  down  in  writing, 
and  shall  make  two  copies  of  the  same,  the  one  of  which  he  shall 
send  to  the  said  receiver  general,  and  the  other  to  the  secretary 
of  the  committee  of  Lloyd's  aforesaid,  and  the  said  copy  shall  be 
placed  by  the  said  secretary  in  some  conspicuous  situation,  in  like 
manner  as  herein-before  directed  with  respect  to  other  reports  so 
to  be  made  to  the  said  secretary  as  aforesaid  ;  and  for  every  such  Receiver  entt- 
examination  by  a  receiver  he  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  tied  to  1/.  for 
owner  of  the  said  vessel  or  cargo,  or  out  of  the  produce  of  the  V^^  examina- 
sale  thereof,  the  sum  of  one  pound ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the    °°* 
said  receiver  or  for  any  officer  of  the  customs,  at  the  request  in 
writing  of  the  said  receiver,  to  detain  such  vessel  or  cargo  until 
the   said   sum   be   paid:    Provided  always,   that   if  any  person  Persons  re- 
belonging  to  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  or  otherwise,  shall  refuse  to  fusing  to  be  ez- 
be  so  examined  by  the  said  receiver  or  justice  as  aforesaid,  he  J"/?*^  ^  ^^^' 
shall  for  every  such  refusal  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding   ^' 
fifly  pounds. 

17.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  receiver  Carriagesallow- 
at  that  part  of  the  coast  where  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  be  stranded  ed  to  pass  over 
or  wrecked,  or  where  any  wreck  of  the  sea  or  goods   shall  be  the  lands  near 
cast  on  shore,  and  also  for  the  owner  or  master  of  any  such  ship  p^^J[{ion  ^f 
or  vessel,  and  for  the  owners  of  any  such  goods  or  of  any  part  ^^eck  &c. 
thereof,  and  for  any  officer  of  the  customs,  coast  guard,  or  excise 

and  other  officer,  and  for  all  persons  whomsoever  employed  or 
acting  in  aid  of  or  in  the  assisting  of  any  such  receiver,  officer, 
master  or  owner  as  aforesaid,  in  the  saving  or  recovering  any  such 
ship  or  vessel,  or  the  cargo,  stores,  tackle  or  other  article  belonging 
to  the  same,  or  the  preserving  the  lives  of  the  crew  or  persons 
belonging  thereto,  or  of  any  wreck  as  aforesaid,  to  pass  and  repass 
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with  their  horses,  carts,  carriages  or  servantSt  doing  as  little  dan- 
age  as  possible,  over  any  lands^  pier,  jetty,  wharf  or  landing  plsce 
near  to  the  part  of  the  sea  coast  where  such  vessel  shall  be  lo 
wrecked  or  stranded,  or  on  which  such  wreck  shall  be  cast  with- 
out interruption  or  obstruction  by  the  owner  or  occupier  thereof, 
for  the  purpose  of  saving,  recovering  and  preserving  any  siidi 
ship  or  vessel,  or  goods  or  stores^  or  any  boat,  cablea,  timbers, 
spars,  masts,  cordage,  or  other  tackle  or  article  belonging  to  soy 
ship  or  vessel,  or  for  saving  or  otherwise  assisting  in  preserving 
the  lives  of  any  persons,  or  for  the  taking  possession  of  any 
wreck  or  goods  or  other  article  cast  on  shore,  or  found  on  shore, 
or  found  near  thereto,  provided  there  shall  be  no  road  by  which 
the  parties  may  pass  and  repass  with  as  much  convenience  and 
exoedition  as  over  such  lands,  pier,  jetty,  wharf  or  landing  place, 
ana  also  to  place  any  plank S|  timber,  or  any  part  of  the  wreck,  or 
any  goods  or  stores  or  other  article  removed  or  saved  from  any 
such  ship  or  vessel,  or  any  other  wreck  or  goods  or  other  article 
as  aforesaid,  upon  any  such  land,  pier,  jetty,  wharf  or  landing 
place,  for  a  reasonable  time  until  they  can  be  removed  to  some 
warehouse  or  safe  place  of  deposit,  doing  as  little  damage  ss 
Compensation  possible,  and  making  compensation  to  the  occupier  of  such  land, 
*?  '*°^??^**'  pJer,  letty,  wharf  or  landing  place  for  any  damage  done  by  all  or 
Mtded  in  the  ^^y  ^^  means  aforesaid,  which  compensation  shall  be  a  charge 
same  manner  as  upon  the  wreck,  goods  or  other  article  in  respect  whereof  the 
salvage.  damage  may  be  done,  in  like  manner  as  salvage;    and  in  case 

the  parties  cannot  agree  as  to  the  amount  thereof,  then  the  same 
shall  be  ascertained  and  settled  in  any  of  the  manners  and  within 
such  times  as  the  amount  of  salvage  is  herein  directed  to  be 
ascertained  and  settled. 
Penalty  on  land       18.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  if  any  owner  or  occupier  of  any 
occapwrt  refus-  i^tid  or  premises  over  which  any  person  is  authorized  by  this  act 
calrria  w  &c      '^  P^**  *"^  repass  for  any  of  the  purposes  herein^before  mcn- 
to  paM  over  *     tioned  shall  interrupt,  impede  or  hinder  any  such  person  from 
theirhinds,         passing  over  his  land  or  premises,  with  or  without  horses,  carts, 
carriages  or  servants,  for  the  purposes  herein-before  mentioned 
or  any  of  them,  by  locking  his  gates,  or  refusing  upon  request  to 
open  the   same,  or  otherwise,  or   shall  obstruct   or  hinder  the 
placing  any  such  plank,  timber,  part  of  a  wreck,  goods,  stores, 
or  other  article  upon  his  land,  pier,  jetty,  wharf  or  landing  place, 
or  shall  prevent  their  remaining  there  for  a  reasonable  time  until 
the  same  can  be  removed  to  some  warehouse  or  safe  place  of 
public  deposit,    such  owner  or  occupier   shall  for  every  such 
offence  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  one   hundred 
pounds. 
Reasonable  19.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  every  person  (except  receivers 

allowed  to  Mr-    ^^^^^  ^^'®  ^^0  ^'^^  ^^^^  *c*  ^^  he  employed  in  any  way  whatso- 
sons  saving    " '  ®^®^  ^"  ^^®  saving  or  preserving  of  any  ship  or  vessel  in  distress, 
ships  or  goods,    or  of  any  part  of  the  cargo  thereof,  or  of  the  life  of  any  person 
on  board  the  same,  or  of  any  wreck  of  the  sea,  or  of  any  goods 
jetsam,  flotsam,   lagan   or  derelict,  or  of  any  anchors,   cables, 
tackle,  stores  or  materials  which  may  have  belonged  to  any  ship 
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or  Tetsel,  whether  the  said  ship  or  vessel  shall  have  been  in  dis- 
tress or  otherwise,  and  whether  such  person  shall  have  so  acted 
at  the  request  of  or  on  application  by  any  person  in  authority,  or 
by  the  master  or  owner  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  otherwise,  shall 
within  fourteen  days  after  the  service  so  performed,  or  within 
fourteen  days  after  the  owner  or  any  other  person  shall  have 
established  his  claim  to  any  such  article  as  aforesaid,  be  paid  a 
reasonable  reward  or  compensation  by  way  of  salvage  for  such 
service,  by  the  commander,  master,  or  other  superior  officer, 
mariners,  or  owner  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel,  or  their  agent,  or 
by  the  merchant  whose  ship,  vessel  or  cargo  shall  be  so  saved  as 
aforesaid,  or  by  the  owner  of  the  other  articles  herein-before  men- 
tioned, or  other  person  claiming  the  same  ;  and  in  default  thereof 
the  said  ship  or  vessel,  or  any  part  of  the  cargo  remaining  on 
board  thereof,  so  saved  as  aforesaid,  shall  remain  in  the  custody 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  the  said  goods  or  other 
article  (and  also,  until  warrant  issued  from  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  the  said  ship,  vessel  or  cargo,)  shall  remain  in  the 
custody  of  the  receiver  or  officer  of  the  customs  until  the  person 
so  acting  or  employed  in  the  preservation  of  such  ship  or  vessel 
goods  or  other  article  as  aforesaid^  shall  have  been  reasonably 
compensated  for  his  said  assistance  and  trouble,  or  reasonable 
security  given  for  that  purpose  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  said 
receiver,  or  officer  of  the  customs,  or  High  Court  of  Admiralty : 
Provided  always,  that  every  receiver  who  shall  act  or  be  employed  P'o^i^o. 
in  the  saving  or  preserving  of  any  ship  or  vessel  in  distress  which 
shall  not  become  a  droit  of  admiralty  shall  be  entitled  to  receive 
from  the  owner  thereof  the  sum  of  two  pounds  for  the  first  day, 
and  the  further  sum  of  one  pound  for  every  subsequent  day  on 
which  he  shall  be  employed  in  the  said  service,  if  the  said  ship 
or  vessel,  together  with  the  cargo  thereof,  shall  be  of  or  above 
the  value  of  six  hundred  pounds,  and  the  said  receiver  shall  be 
entitled  to  a  moiety  of  such  respective  sums  if  the  said  ship  and 
cargo  shall  be  under  the  value  of  six  hundred  pounds ;  and  the 
said  ship  or  vessel  shall  be  so  detained  as  aforesaid  until  such 
sums  shall  have  been  paid  to  the  said  receiver. 

20.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Receiver  gene- 
receiver  {general  to  make  rules,  and  vary  and  alter  the  same,  from  "J  "■y  "*^« 
time  to  time,  as  he  may  think  proper,  for  regulating  the  rate  of  u«i^!![iJ211*iQ 
salvage  to  be  paid  by  the  receivers  when  any  ship,  vessel,  boat,  certtia  catw! 
apparel,  anchor,  cable,  tackle,  stores,  materials,  goods,  merchan- 
dize or  other  article  whatsoever  shall  not  be  proved  to  belong  to 

any  owner  or  other  person,  and  shall  be  sold  as  droits  of  admi- 
ralty in  manner  herein-before  directed. 

21.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  if  any  person  shall  have  rendered  If  owners  and 
any  service  (except  ordinary  pilotage)  m  the  saving  or  preserving  Balvon  disaRree 
of  any  ship  or  vessel  in  distress,  or  of  the  cargo  thereof,  or  of  respecting  m1- 
the  life  of  any  person  on  board  the  same,  or  of  any  wreck  of  the  ^jj^'  or'Vper- 
sea,  goods  or  other  article  herein-before  mentioned,  which  shall  son  nominated 
not  become  droits  of  admiralty,  and  the  said  person,  and  the  by  them,  may 
master  or  owner  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  his  agent,  or  the  owner  determine  the 
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of  such  article,  or  his  agent,  cannot  agree  upon  the  amount  of 
salvage  or  compensation  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  such  service, 
then  such  person  shall  deliver  to  such  master,  owner  or  agent  a 
statement  in  writing,  without  prejudice  to  either  party,  of  the 
amount  of  salvage  or  compensation  claimed  for  such  services, 
and  (unless  such  salvage  shall  have  been  already  paid  by  any  re- 
ceiver under  the  powers  herein-before  contained,  or  the  claim 
thereto  shall  exceed  the  sum  of  two  hundred  pounds,)  the  matter 
or  difference  may  be  determined  by  any  two  justices  of  the  peace 
residing  at  or  near  to  the  place  where  such  service  has  been  ren- 
dered, within  forty-eight  hours  after  such  difference  shall  be 
referred  to  them  for  their  determination  thereof,  and  if  they  can- 
not agree  respecting  the  same  then  it  shall  be  lawful  for  them  to 
nominate  any  third  person  conversant  in  maritime  affairs,  at  their 
option,  who  shall  ascertain  the  amount  of  salvage  to  be  paid 
within  forty-eight  hours  after  he  shall  be  so  nominated  as  afore- 
said ;  and  the  said  justices  and  such  third  person  so  nominated 
as  aforesaid  shall  have  full  power  and  authority,  whenever  they 
see  occasion,  to  examine  the  parties  or  their  witnesses  upon  oath, 
which  oath  they  or  any  one  of  them  are  and  is  hereby  authorized 
to  administer ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  person  so  to  be  nomi- 
nated by  the  said  justices,  who  shall  decide  on  the  amount  of  sal- 
vage to  be  paid  as  aforesaid,  to  demand  and  receive  of  and  from 
the  owner  of  the  ship  or  vessel  aforesaid,  or  of  the  article  so 
saved  as  aforesaid,  or  of  the  salvors  or  their  respective  agents,  a 
sum  of  money  not  exceeding  two  pounds  two  shillings  ;  and  such 
owner,  or  his  agent,  or  such  salvors,  at  the  discretion  of  the  said 
justices  or  person  appointed  by  them  as  aforesaid,  are  hereby  re- 
quired to  pay  the  same  to  the  person  so  nominated  as  aforesaid 
immediately  after  he  shall  have  made  his  award  or  decision,  and 
such  sum  of  two  pounds  two  shillings,  and  such  amount  of  sal- 
vage, may  be  recovered  as  any  penalty  imposed  by  this  act :  Pro- 
vided always,  that  when  the  salvage  claim  shall  exceed  the  sum 
of  two  hundred  pounds,  then  and  in  every  such  case  the  said 
matter  or  difference  shall,  in  the  event  of  no  such  agreement 
being  made  as  aforesaid,  either  by  reference  to  arbitration  or 
otherwise,  be  determined  exclusively  by  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty. 
Admiralty  may  22.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Commis- 
appoint  Salvage  gjoners  of  Admiralty  to  nominate  and  appoint,  in  such  ports  or 
to^dciermbe*"  ^owns  and  for  such  districts  as  in  their  discretion  they  may  think 
diflPereDces  ^t,  three  or  more  proper  persons  for  each  port,  town  or  district 

where  they         respectively,  to  be  called  Commissioners  of  Salvage,  who,  or  any 
thiok  fit,  and      three  or  more  of  them,  shall  have  power  to  adjust  and  determine 
taS^  &c*  ^^^'  *"y  difference  respecting  salvage,  in  the  same  manner  and  in  such 
*  cases  as  the  justices  herein-before  in  that  respect  mentioned,  and 

also  to  nominate  and  appoint  a  proper  person  to  act  as  secretary 
or  registrar  to  the  said  commissioners,  and  which  secretary  or 
registrar  shall  enter  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose  all  the  pro- 
ceedings of  such  commissioners,  and  also  a  copy  of  the  awards 
which  they  shall  have  from  time  to  time  made ;  and  the  said 
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Cominissioners  of  Salvage,  or  any  three  or  more  of  them,  shall  Commistionere 
have  the  power  of  examining  on  oath,  and  all  other  the  same  empowered  to 
power  and  authorities  as  are  herein-before  given  to  the  said  jus-  •*J"'^*°*  ®° 
tices,  and  to  the  person  to  be  by  them  nominated  as  aforesaid ; 
and  such  Commissioners  of  Salvage,  or  any  three  or  more  of 
them,   who  shall    decide   in  any  such   case    as  aforesaid,  and 
their   secretary  or   registrar,  may  and   they  are  hereby  autho- 
rized to  demand  of  and  from  the  owner  of  any  ship  or  vessel  or 
of  any  article  against  whom  any  person  may  make  any  claim  or 
demand  for  service  rendered  on  preserving  the  same,  and  such 
owner  or  salvors  is  and  are  hereby  required  to  pay  such  fee  or 
reward  for  deciding  on  every  such  claim  as  shall  be  regulated  and 
appointed  in  that  behalf  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury ; 
and  the  said  Commissioners  of  Salvage,  or  any  three  or  more  of 
them,  shall  have  the  power  to  commit  for  contempt. 

23,  And  be  it  enacted.  That  in  case  any  person  so  claiming  to  Parties  dis- 
be  entitled  to  salvage  or  compensation  for  services  rendered  as  satisfied  may 
aforesaid,  or  the  person  against  whom  such  claim  is  made,  or  his  ^PPCAl  ^o  High 


Salvage 
either  of  them  respectively,  within  ten  days  afler  such  award  shall  bail, 
have  been  made,  but  not  afterwards,  to  notify  to  such  justices,  or 
to  the  said  Commissioners  of  Salvage,  as  the  case  may  be,  his 
desire  of  obtaining  the  judgment  of  me  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
respecting  the  said  salvage  or  compensation,  and  thereupon  such 
person  shall  forthwith  proceed  by  taking  out  a  monition  within 
thirty  days  from  the  date  of  such  award ;  but  in  such  case  the  re- 
ceiver or  officer  of  the  customs  in  whose  custody  such  ship,  vessel, 
goods,  or  other  article  in  respect  of  which  such  claim  of  salvage 
has  been  made  shall  have  been  detained  as  aforesaid  is  hereby 
required  and  empowered  to  release  such  ship  or  vessel,  and  to 
deliver  to  the  owner  or  proprietor,  or  his  agent,  such  goods  or 
other  article,  upon  the  said  owner  or  proprietor  or  his  agent  giving 
good  and  sufficient  bail  in  double  the  amount  of  the  sum  awarded 
for  salvage  or  compensation,  or  if  no  sum  shall  have  been  so 
awarded,  then  to  such  amount  as  the  said  receiver  shall  deem 
sufficient,  and  which  bail  the  said  receiver  is  hereby  authorized  to 
take  and  certify  according  to  the  form  contained  in  the  schedule  (A) 
hereunto  annexed,  and  transmit  the  same  without  delay  to  the  said 
receiver  general,  together  with  a  true  certificate  in  writing  of  the 
gross  value  of  the  article  respecting  which  salvage  shall  be  claimed, 
and  also  a  copy  of  such  proceedings  and  award,  on  unstamped 
paper,  certified  under  the  hand  of  the  said  receiver  taking  such 
bail  as  aforesaid,  and  the  same  shall  be  admitted  by  the  said  Court 
of  Admiralty  as  evidence  in  the  cause ;  and  the  said  receiver  shall 
for  every  such  certificate  be  entitled  to  receive  from  the  owner  of 
such  ship  or  vessel,  goods  or  other  article,  or  his  agents,  or  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof,  the  sum  of  one  pound  one  shilling.  Reoei?er,  when 
24.  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  enacted.  That  after  any  award  by  Com- 
such  award  has  been  made,  either  by  the  said  justices  or  person  5?'?"®''*?  *^ 
nominated  by  them,  or  by  the  said  Commissioners  of  Salvage  as  ^^^8*  "** 
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empow«red  to 
self  ship  or 
goods,  ice.  in 
case  of  refusal 
of  owner  to 
comply  with 
terms  of  award, 
or  of  neglect  to 
appeal. 


CommiMioiMrt 
or  jasticea  to 
appoint  to  whom 
MUvaMtobo 
paid  for  dii« 
thbntion 
between  two  or 
more  petons. 


Datiet  of 
distributor. 


In  case  of  delay 
or  injustice, 
aggneved 
parties  to  apply 
to  justices  or 
commissioners, 
or  to  Hi^h  Court 
of  Admiralty, 


aforesaid,  and  the  owner  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  ^oods  or  odier 
article,  in  respect  of  which  such  award  of  salvage  is  made,  or  hii 
agent,  shall  refuse  or  neglect  either  to  pay  the  same,  or  to  giie 
notice  of  such  appeal,  or  to  take  out  such  monition  as  aforenid, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  receiver,  at  or  nearest  to  the  place  wbeit 
such  award  has  been  made,  and  he  is  hereby  required,  within 
twenty  days  afVer  the  making  of  the  said  award,  and  on  production 
of  the  same,  to  sell  the  property  contained  in  such  ship  or  vessel, 
or  the  said  goods  or  other  articles,  as  the  case  may  be,  or  such  sod 
so  many  of  the  same  as  in  his  opinion  will  be  sufficient  to  defirty 
the  salvage,  and  the  costs  and  charges  relating  thereto,  payrog  the 
surplus,  if  any,  to  the  owner  or  owners  thereof:  provided  also, 
that  in  all  cases  which  shall  be  decided  by  any  justices  of  the 
peace,  or  their  nominee,  or  by  the  said  Commissioners  of  Salvage, 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  only  have  jurisdiction  as  a  court 
of  appeal,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  for  die 
purpose  of  enforcing  payment  of  tne  sum  awarded. 

ft5.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  whenever  any  sum  to  be  paid  for 
any  such  services  as  aforesaid,  either  voluntarily  or  in  consequence 
of  any  agreement,  or  of  anv  arbitration,  or  of  any  award  made 
by  any  such  justices  or  by  the  said  Commissioners  of  Salvage  as 
aforesaid,  or,  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  cinque  ports,  by  any 
commissioners,  shall  be  distributable  between  two  or  more  persoof, 
such  sum  shall  be  paid  to  such  person  as  shall  be  appomted  by 
the  justices  or  commissioners  in  and  by  their  award,  or  by  the 
arbitrator  making  any  award,  or  under  any  agreement  which  may 
have  been  made,  or  in  default  of  any  such  appointment,  then  to 
the  master  or  owner  of  the  boat,  ship,  or  vessel  having  rendered 
the  services,  or  his  agent,  or  to  some  person  nominated  in  writing 
by  or  on  behalf  of  the  majority  of  the  persons  among  whom  such 
sum  is  distributable ;  and  every  person  to  whom  any  such  sum 
shall  be  paid  shall,  within  three  days  afler  the  same  shall  ha?e 
been  paid,  or  as  soon  af>er  as  may  be,  proceed  to  make  allotment 
thereof  among  the  several  persons  interested  in  the  distribution 
thereof  and  to  give  notice  in  the  form  contained  in  the  schedule 
(B.)  to  this  act  annexed  to  each  person  of  the  whole  sum  so  paid, 
and  of  the  share  thereof  allotted  to  him  ;  and  within  thirty  days 
afler  the  sum  shall  have  been  so  paid,  or  within  twenty-eight  days 
after  such  notice  shall  have  been  given,  and  not  afterwards,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  any  person  claiming  a  share  of  the  said  sum  who 
shall  think  himself  aggrieved,  either  by  no  allotment  having  been 
made,  or  by  no  notice  thereof  having  been  given  to  him  within  ten 
days  after  the  sum  shall  have  been  so  paid,  or  by  the  insufficiency 
of  the  share  allotted  to  him,  or  otherwise,  to  apply,  if  the  share  so 
allotted,  or  if  no  share  shall  be  so  allotted,  then  if  tne  share  claimed 
by  him  shall  be  under  twenty  pounds,  to  the  justices  or  commis- 
sioners who  may  have  determined  such  salvage  case,  or  within 
whose  jurisdiction  such  salvage  case  may  have  occurred,  who  shall 
have  full  power  to  adjudge  the  due  distribution  of  the  sum  so  paid 
as  aforesaid,  and  the  shares  of  the  different  parties  entitled  thereto, 
which  shares  may  then  be  recovered  from  the  person  to  whom 
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inch  sum  shall  have  heen  so  paid,  in  like  manner  as  is  herehy 
provided  for  the  recovery  of  any  penalty  under  this  act ;  and  if 
the  share  which  shall  be  so  allotted,  or,  if  no  share  has  been  allotted, 
which  shall  be  so  claimed  by  the  person  so  thinking  himself  ag- 
grieved as  aforesaid,  shall  amount  to  twenty  pounds,  then  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  person,  within  the  said  term  of  thirty  days  or 
the  said  terra  of  twenty-eight  days  (but  not  afterwards),  to  apply 
to  the  judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  his  surrogate,  for  a 
monition  against  the  person  to  whom  the  said  sum  has  been  so 
paid  as  aforesaid,  to  bring  the  said  sum  or  any  part  thereof  which 
shall  appear  not  to  have  been  duly  distributed  into  the  registry  of 
the  said  court,  and  appear,  and  abide  the  judgment  of  the  said 
court  concerning  the  distribution  thereof;  and  the  judge  of  the  said 
court,  or  his  surrogate,  shall,  on  due  cause  shown,  issue  such 
monition,  and  the  said  court  shall  have  jurisdiction  to  enforce  the 
same,  and  to  adjudge  the  due  distribution  of  such  sum  accordingly ; 
and  in  the  case  of  an  award  the  person  by  whom  such  award  shall 
have  been  made  shall,  upon  monition,  send  in  without  delay  to  the 
said  court  a  copy  of  the  proceedings  before  him,  and  of  the  award, 
on  unstamped  paper,  witnessed  under  his  hand,  and  the  same  shall 
be  admitted  by  the  court  as  evidence  in  the  cause ;  and  the  amount 
so  awarded,  or  such  part  as  shall  appear  not  to  have  been  duly 
distributed,  shall  be  paid  to  the  parties  suing  out  such  monition, 
or  distributed  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  said  court. 

26.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  whenever  it  shall  appear  tliat  any  After  tmn 
sum  which  has  been  awarded  or  voluntarily  agreed  to  be  paid  for  ^'p'^lwl  f®'. 
salvage  services  shall  have  been  duly  paid  by  the  master  or  owner  »hal?^?e'b52a 
of  any  ship,  vessel,  or  goods  to  which  such  service  shall  have  been  paid,  perioni 
so  rendered,  or  his  agent,  to  the  appointee  of  the  justices  or  com-  reeliogag- 
missioners  or  of  the  arbitrator  malcing  any  award,  or  under  any  p;rieved  by 
agreement,   or  in  default  of  such  appointment  to  the  master  or  iha"^*^**°?^ded 
owner  of  the  boat^  ship,  or  vessel  having  rendered  such  services,  ff^Q^  enfordnr 
or  to  the  person  nominated  as  aforesaid,  as  the  case  may  be,  then  claim  against 
and  in  every  such  case  any  person  claiming  any  share  in  such  sum  ihip.  &c.  to 
who  may  think  himself  aggrieved  by  the  insufficiency  of  the  share  ^^^^^  "^i?^ 
allotted  to  him,  or  otherwise  shall  be  precluded  from  enforcing  ^^^  rendered, 
such  claim  against  the  ship,  vessel,  or  goods  to  which  such  services 

shall  have  been  rendered,  or  the  owner  thereof:  Provided  always, 
that  any  party  who  shall  claim  to  be  entitled  to  any  sum  which 
shall  remain  undistributed  in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  whom  the 
same  may  have  been  paid  may,  within  twelve  months  after  such 
payment,  have  the  same  remedies  for  the  recovery  of  such  sum 
from  the  person  to  whom  the  same  shall  have  been  paid  as  are 
herein-before  provided  respecting  the  recovery  of  shares  in  any 
sum  paid  for  salvage  services  after  adjudication  of  the  distribution 
thereof. 

27.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  when  any  sura  shall  be  paid  for  Account  of  same 
any  such  salvage  as  aforesaid,  either  voluntarily  or  in  consequence  rec«»»«d  for 

of  any  award  having  been  made  in  manner  aforesaid,  or  secuiity  JJn|^,^^L- 
given  for  the  payment  thereof,  and  it  shall  appear  that  any  ship  ^^^  by  him  to  ' 
or  vessel,  gooos  or  other  article,  in  respect  of  the  saving  of  which  receiver  gtaeial. 
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each  sum  shall  have  been  so  paid  or  such  security  given,  shall  be 
detained  in  the  custody  of  any  officer  of  the  cystoma  or  of  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  (as  the  case  may  be)  as  aforesaid,  it  ihall 
not  be  lawful  for  the  said  officer  or  the  said  court  to  permit  such 
ship  or  vessel  to  depart,  or  to  give  up  such  goods  or  other  article, 
until  the  production  of  a  writing  signed  by  the  persons  to  whom 
such  salvage  shall  be  payable,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  which  sbdl 
contain  a  description  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  goods  or  other 
article,  together  with  an  account  of  the  sums  that  have  been  so 
paid,  or  of  the  security  given  for  the  same ;  and  the  said  officer 
or  the  court  (as  the  case  may  be)  shall  send  a  copy  of  such  writing 
to  the  nearest  receiver,  who  shdl  transmit  the  same,  or  a  copy 
thereof,  to  the  said  receiver  general. 
Penont  cttttiog      ^^'  ^^^  ^^  ^^  enacted.  That  if  any  person  ahall  wilfuUy  cat 
awav  or  defttc-    Away,  cast  adrift,  remove,  alter,  deface,  sink  or  destroy,  or  shall 
iog  booy  roMt    do  or  commit  any  act  with  intent  and  design  to  cut  away,  csst 
dMmed  gmlty     adrift,  remove,  alter,  deface,  sink  or  destroy,  or  in  any  other  way 
0   e  oDj.  injure  or  conceal  any  boat,  buoy,  buoy  rope  or  mark,  such  person 

so  ofiending  shall,  on  being  convicted  of  any  such  ofience,  be 
deemed  and  adjudged  to  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  shall  be  liable 
to  be  transported  for  any  term  not  exceeding  seven  years,  or  im- 
prisoned for  any  number  of  years  not  exceeding  three,  with  or 
without  hard  labour,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court  in  which  sudi 
conviction  shall  have  taken  place. 
Penont  frtudo-       29.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  if  any  person  shall  knowingly  or 
!®"^y  ^"^^    wilfully,  and  with  intent  to  defraud  the  true  owner  thereof,  or 
to^be'oiM^^  *°y  person  interested  therein,  purchase  or  receive  any  boat,  an- 
recciferi  of        c^or,  cable,  goods  or  merchandize  which  may  have  been  taken 
ttoUn  goods.       up,  weighed,  swept  for,  or  taken  possession  of,  if  the  provisions 
herein -before  contained  with   regard  to   such  articles  shall  not 
have  been  previously  complied  with,  such  person  Bhall  on  convic- 
tion thereof  be  deemed  guilty  of  receiving  stolen  goods,  knowing 
the  same  to  be  stolen,  and  shall  be  punished  accordingly. 
Hasten  of  shipt      30.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  in  case  the  master,  mate,  crew  or 
fiodiog  vessels,    passenger  of  any  ship  or  vessel  shall  find  or  take  in  tow  or  on 
aDcbon,  &c.  to   board  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  any  vessel,  boat,  anchor,  cable  or 
Jorbook^Tiid      ^^y  goods,  merchandize,  or  other  article,  or  shall  receive  any 
report  to'recei-    vessel,  boat,  anchor,  cable,  or  any  goods,  merchandize  or  other 
ver  ffeperal,  and  article   from   any  other  person  who  may  have  found  the  same, 
on  their  retam    knowing  the  same  to  have  been  so   found,  the  master,  mate  or 
or  arnval  to  de-   qiY^^t  person  having  the  command  of  such  ship  or  vessel  shall,  on 
to  the  nearest      ^^^  return  or  arrival  of  such  vessel  to  any  port  in  the  united 
receiver.  kingdom,  place  the  said  article  at  the  disposal  of  the  receiver  in 

or  nearest  to  such  port  at  which  he  shall  first  arrive,  and  withb 
twenty-four  hours  of  his  arrival,  with  a  report  in  writing  contain- 
ing an  accurate  description  of  the  said  articles,  and  the  marks,  if 
any,  thereon,  and  the  time  when,  and  the  bearings  and  distances 
Articles  to  be      and  other  minute  descriptions  of  the  place  where  the  same  were 
reported  bv  re-    found  or  taken  on  board ;  and  such  receiver  is  hereby  required  to 
no7clid^ed  to     ^'*"^smit  such  report  to  the  secretary  of  the  committee  of  Lloyd's 
be  sold.  aforesaid,  to  be  placed  by  him  for  inspection,  in  like  manner  as 
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herein-before  provided  with  respect  to  copies  of  other  reports ; 
and  if  the  said  article  shall  not  be  claimed  by  the  owner  thereof, 
or  his  agent,  within  twelve  calendar  months  after  such  report  shall 
be  transmitted  to  the  said  secretary,  the  same  shall  be  sold  and 
disposed  of  by  the  said  receiver,  and  the  proceeds  of  such  sale 
remain  and  be  dealt  with  in  the  manner  herein-before  directed 
with  respect  to  other  unclaimed  articles ;  and  if  the  master  of 
such  ship  or  vessel,  or  such  other  person,  shall  not  report,  or 
place  at  the  disposal  of  the  said  receiver,  such  vessel,  boat,  anchor, 
cable,  goods,  merchandize,  or  other  article,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act,  he  shall  for  every  such  ofience  forfeit  all  claim 
to  salvage,  and  on  being  thereof  convicted  before  any  justice  of 
the  peace  forfeit  and  pay  one  hundred  pounds,  ana  shall  also  Penalty  on  de- 
forfeit  and  pay  double  the  value  of  any  such  article  to  the  owner  f*"ltei»  lOOi 
thereof  if  claimed,  or  to  her  Majesty  if  the  same  become  droits 
of  admiralty,  which  double  value  may  be  recovered  in  the  same 
manner  as  a  penalty  under  this  act. 

SI.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  every  person  who  shall  convey,  Pilots  and 
take,  or  tow  to  any  foreign  port  or  place  any  vessel,  boat,  anchor,  ©then  selling 
chain,  cable,  or  other  article  which  may  have  been  so  found,  ^fweU,  an- 
weighed,  swept  for,  received,  or  taken  as  aforesaid,  and  there  sell  ^^^^^  countries 
or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same,  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  guilty  of  felony. 
shall  be  transported  for  any  term  not  exceeding  seven  years. 

92.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  all  persons  who  shall  trade  or  Penalty  on 
deal  in  buying  and  selling  anchors,  cables,  sails,  or  old  junk,  old  dealers  in  ma- 
iron,  or  marine  stores  of  any  kind  or  description,  shall  have  their  h^in^Jb^iJ 
names,  with  the  words  "  dealer  in  marine  stores,"  painted  dis-  names  on  their 
tinctly  in  letters  of  not  less  than  six  inches  in  length  upon  the  ^storehouses,  or 
front  of  all  their  storehouses,  warehouses,  and  other  places  of  ^cutting  up 
deposit  for  such  goods,  and  in  default  of  their  so  doing  they  shall,  cables  without  a 

^         .  ,.       1    J?         '     .       .        -  ^,  '/..£*  permit  from  a 

on  conviction  before  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  any  magistrate  of  J^jyer, 

any  jurisdiction  where  such  storehouse,  warehouse,  or  dep6t  shall 
be,  forfeit  and  pay  a  sum  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds ;  and  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  such  dealers  or  traders  to  cut  up  any  cable, 
or  any  part  of  a  cable  exceeding  five  fathoms  in  length,  or  uncant» 
untwine,  or  unlay  the  same  into  junk  or  paper  stuff,  on  any  pre- 
tence whatsoever,  without  first  obtaining  a  permit  from  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  or  the  receiver  residing  nearest  to  the  residence  of 
such  dealer,  which  permit  shall  not  be  granted  unless  a  declaration 
shall  have  been  made  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  that  the  cable 
or  other  articles  so  intended  to  be  cut  up  had  been  bond  fide 
purchased,  and  without  fraud,  by  the  party  so  intending  to  cut  up 
the  same,  and  without  any  knowledge  or  suspicion  on  his  part 
that  the  same  had  been  dishonestly  come  by,  and  in  which  decla- 
ration shall  also  be  specified  the  peculiar  quality  and  description 
of  such  cable  or  other  article,  and  the  name  of  tlie  seller  thereof; 
which  declaration  shall  be  recited  and  set  forth  at  length  upon 
the  permit  thereupon  granted,  on  pain  of  forfeiting  for  the  nrst 
offence  any  sum  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds,  and  for  the  second 
or  further  offence  any  sum  not  exceeding  fifty  pounds. 

S3,  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any  Penalty  on 
dealer  in  marine  stores,  or  any  person  employed  by  him,  to  dealers  in  ma- 

VOL.    II.  b 


XTIU 


THE  WRECK  AND  SALVAGE  ACT. 


rioe  itoret 
purchatiog 
aochore.  &c. 
from  penoDi 
uod«r  14  yean 
of  ag«« 

Dealori  to  keep 
•o  account  of 
old  storea 
boa^ht,  to  ad- 
f ertiie  before 
cnttiDg  up 
cordage,  and 
to  allow  ao 
inapectioo 
of  their  books. 


Peoalty  for 
neglect  or 
refuB 


(fuaal. 


Manufacturers 
to  place  marks 
00  anchors  and 
kedge  anchors. 


Penalty  for 
neglect. 


purchase  anchors,  cables,  sails,  or  old  junk  or  iron,  or  marine 
stores  of  any  kind  or  description  whatsoever,  of  or  from  any 
person  who  shall  not  have  attained  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  oa 
pain  of  forfeiting  for  the  first  ofience  any  sum  not  exceeding  five 
pounds,  and  for  the  second  or  further  ofience  any  sum  not  exceed- 
mg  twenty  pounds. 

34t.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  for  the  more  effectual  prevention 
of  such  frauds  all  dealers  in  such  marine  stores  as  aforesaid  shall 
keep  a  book  or  books  fairly  written,  in  which  entries  shall  be 
from  time  to  time  regularly  made  of  ail  such  old  marine  stores  as 
shall  be  by  them  from  time  to  time  bought  or  otherwise  obtained, 
containing  a  true  account  and  description  of  the  times  when  the 
same  were  so  respectively  bought  or  otherwise  obtained  by  them, 
and  of  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  respective  sellers 
thereof,  or  of  the  parties  from  whom  the  same  shall  have  been 
obtained ;  and  before  any  person  who  shall  obtain  such  permit  as 
herein-before  mentioned  for  the  cutting  up  of  any  such  cable  or 
other  article  shall  proceed  tp  cut  up  the  same  by  virtue  thereof, 
there  shall  be  published,  by  the  space  of  one  week  at  least  before 
the  cutting  up  of  the  same,  one  or  more  advertisements  in  some 
public  newspaper  printed  nearest  to  the  storehouse,  warehouse, 
or  dep6t  where  the  article  shall  be  deposited,  notifying  that  such 
party  had  obtained  such  permit  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  up 
such  cable  or  other  article,  and  of  such  kind  and  quality  as  therein 
described,  and  also  specifying  the  place  where  such  articles  are 
deposited ;  whereupon  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  person  who 
may  have  just  cause  to  suspect  that  such  articles  are  his  property, 
^and  shall  have  verified  upon  oath  the  fact  of  such  suspicion  before 
any  justice  of  the  peace  or  magistrate  residing  near  the  said  store- 
house, warehouse,  or  depot,  by  warrant  for  that  purpose  thereupon 
granted,  to  require  of  and  from  such  dealer  who  shall  have  so 
advertised  as  aforesaid  the  production  and  examination  of  the 
book  of  entries  hereby  required  to  be  kept,  and  to  inspect  and 
examine  the  cables  and  other  articles  described  in  such  permit ; 
and  in  case  any  such  dealer,  when  so  required  as  aforesaid,  shall 
neglect  or  refuse  to  produce  such  book  of  entries,  or  shall  neglect 
to  keep  any  such  book  of  entries,  or  shall  refuse  to  permit  such 
inspection  or  examination  as  aforesaid,  or  shall,  afler  obtaining 
such  permit  for  the  cutting  up  of  any  such  cable  or  other  article, 
or  before  cutting  up  the  same,  neglect  to  publish  such  advertise- 
ment as  aforesaid,  he  shall  for  every  such  first  oflfence  forfeit  and 
pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  twenty  poimds,  and  for  every  such 
second  or  further  ofience  any  sum  not  exceeding  fifty  pounds. 

35,  And  be  it  enacted.  That  every  manufacturer  of  anchors 
and  kedge  anchors  shall  place  his  name  or  initials,  together  with 
a  progressive  number,  and  also  the  weight  of  every  anchor,  in 
legible  characters  upon  the  crown  and  also  upon  the  shank  under 
the  stock  of  each  anchor  respectively  which  he  shall  manufacture ; 
and  in  case  any  such  manufacturer  shall  neglect  to  place  such 
name,  number,  or  weight  in  the  manner  herein-before  directed 
and  required,  he  shall  for  every  such  neglect  forfeit  and  pay  any 
sum  not  exceeding  five  pounds. 
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36.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  any  penalty  imposed  by  this  act  Recovery  of 
may  be  recovered  by  information  or  action  of  debt  in  any  of  her  pcMltiei. 
Majesty's  courts,  or  by  information  or  complaint  before  any  justice 

of  the  peace  or  magistrate  of  any  jurisdiction  residing  near  the 
place  in  which  the  offence  has  been  committed  for  which  such 
penalty  is  sought  to  be  recovered,  or  where  the  offender  may  at 
any  time  happen  to  be,  and  (except  where  the  contrary  is  so 
expressed)  one  half  of  the  said  penalties  shall  go  to  the  informer, 
and  the  other  half  to  the  receiver  general  of  droits  of  admiralty, 
to  be  applied  by  him  in  like  manner  as  the  proceeds  arising  from 
such  droits,  any  thing  in  an  act  passed  in  the  sixth  year  of  the 
reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  "An  6  &  6  W.  4, 
Act  to  provide  for  the  Regulation  of  Municipal  Corporations  in  ^*  ^^* 
£ngland  and  Wales,"  or  in  any  other  act  of  parliament,  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding ;  and  in  case  any  of  the  said  penalties, 
on  conviction  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  magistrate,  shall  not 
be  paid,  with  the  charjges  incident  to  the  conviction,  immediately 
upon  such  conviction,  the  same  shall  and  may  (except  in  the  case 
herein-after  mentioned)  be  levied,  by  warrant  under  the  hand 
and  seal  of  such  justice  or  magistrate,  upon  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  any  such  offender ;  and  in  case  no  sufficient  distress  shall  be 
found  then  every  sucli  offender  shall  and  may  be  committed  by 
any  justice  or  magistrate  as  aforesaid  to  gaol,  with  or  without 
hard  labour,  in  case  of  any  first  offence  for  any  period  not  exceed- 
ing six  calendar  months,  and  in  case  of  any  second  or  further 
offence  for  any  period  not  exceeding  twelve  calendar  months, 
unless  the  said  penalty  and  the  charges  shall  be  sooner  paid  ;  and 
for  the  more  easy  and  speedy  conviction  of  such  offenders,  every 
such  justice  or  magistrate  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  con- 
victed of  any  offence  against  this  act  shall  and  may  cause  the 
conviction  to  be  drawn  up  according  to  the  following  form  ; 
(videlicet,) 

*  Be  it  remembered,  That  on  the         day  of        in  the  year  of  Form  of 

*  our  Lord        A,  B.  is  convicted  before  me  {or  us,]  one  (or  two,  conviciion, 

*  as  the  case  may  be']  of  her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
'  [here  specify  the  offence,  and  the  time  and  place  when  and  where 

*  committed,  as  the  case  may  be],  contrary  to  an  act  passed  in  the 

*  year  of  the  reign  of  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  [here  insert  the 
^  title  of  this  act].     Given  under  my  hand  and  seal  [or  our  hands 

*  and  seals],  the  year  and  day  first  above  written.' 

And  no  certiorari  or  other  writ  or  process  for  the  removal  of  any 
such  conviction,  or  any  proceedings  thereon,  into  any  of  her  Ma- 
jesty's courts  of  record  at  Westminster  or  elsewhere,  shall  be 
allowed  or  granted. 

37,  And  be  it  enacted,  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  PenoM  con- 
so  convicted  by  any  justice  of  the  peace  or  magistrate  before  ^ic^ed  may 

mentioned  of  any  offence  asainst  this  act,  within  three  calendar  *??!f.»^.:ft„. 
1  /»   "^        t        ^-  «         1     •       •  /•    1      Quarter  sesiioni, 

months  next  after  such  conviction  to  appeal  to  the  justices  of  the  giving  notice 

peace  assembled  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  holden  for  the  of  tbe 

county,  city,  or  place  where  the  matter  of  appeal  shall  arise,  first 

giving  ten  days  notice  of  such  appeal  to  such  justices  of  the  peace 

or  magistrate,  and  of  the  matter  thereof,  and  entering  into  a  recog* 
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nizance  before  some  justice  of  the  peace  for  such  county,  city,  or 
place,  with  two  sufficient  sureties,  conditioned  to  try  such  appeil, 
and  for  abiding  the  determination  of  the  court  therein ;  and  such 
justices  at  the  general  quarter  sessions  shall,  upon  due  proof  of 
such  notice  having  been  given  and  recognizances  entered  bto^ 
hear  and  determine  the  matter  of  such  appeal,  and  may  either 
confirm  or  quash  and  annul  the  said  conviction,  and  award  such 
costs  to  either  party,  as  to  them  shall  seem  just  and  reasonable ; 
and  the  decision  of  the  said  justices  therein  shall  be  final,  binding, 
and  conclusive ;  and  no  proceeding  to  be  had  or  taken  in  jpnr- 
suance  of  this  act  shall  be  quashed  or  vacated  for  want  of  form 
only,  or  be  removed  by  certiorari,  or  any  other  writ  or  process 
whatsoever,  into  any  of  her  Majesty's  courts  at  Westminster  or 
elsewhere;  any  law  or  statute  to  the  contrary  in  anywise  not- 
withstanding. 

SS.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  all  felonies,  misdemeanon,  and 
other  offences  against  this  act,  except  in  the  case  of  summary 
convictions,  may  be  laid  to  be  committed  and  may  be  tried  in  any 
city,  county,  or  place  where  any  such  article,  matter,  or  thing  in 
relation  to  which  such  ofience  shall  have  been  committed  shall 
have  been  found  in  the  possession  of  the  person  committing  the 
offence,  or  the  offender  may  at  any  time  happen  to  be. 

S9.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  to  and  for  the 
commissioners  of  customs  and  excise,  and  they  are  hereby  re- 
quired, to  permit  all  goods,  wares,  and  merchandize  saved  from 
any  vessel  stranded  or  wrecked  on  its  homeward  voyage  to  be 
forwarded  to  the  port  of  its  original  destination,  and  alsio  to  permit 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandize  saved  from  any  vessel  stranded  or 
wrecked  on  their  respective  outward  voyage  to  be  returned  to  the 
port  at  which  the  same  were  shipped ;  but  such  commissioners  are 
to  take  security  for  the  due  protection  of  the  revenue  in  respect 
of  such  goods,  wares,  and  merchandize. 

40.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  sbaQ 
have  jurisdiction  to  decide,  in  manner  herein-before  roentiooed, 
upon  all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever  in  the  nature  of  salvage 
for  services  performed,  except  in  cases  of  goods  herein-before 
directed  to  be  sold  as  droits  of  admiralty,  whether  in  the  case  of 
ships  or  vessels,  or  of  any  soods  or  articles  found  either  at  sea  or 
cast  upon  the  shore,  and  whether  such  services  shall  have  been 
performed  upon  the  high  seas  or  within  the  body  of  any  county, 
any  thing  in  any  act  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

41 .  And  be  it  enacted.  That  in  every  case  in  which  any  damage 
shall  be  done  by  any  foreign  ship  or  vessel  to  any  ship  or  vessel, 
barge,  boat,  or  other  craft  belonging  to  her  Majesty,  or  any  of 
her  subjects,  whether  abroad  or  otherwise,  or  to  any  buoy  or 
beacon  in  any  harbour,  port,  river^  or  creek,  or  within  three  miles 
of  the  coast  of  the  united  kingdom,  and  it  shall  appear  on  a  sum- 
mary application  made  to  any  judge  of  any  of  her  Majesty's 
courts  of  record  at  Westminster  or  elsewhere,  or  to  the  judge  of 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  respectively,  that  such  damage  or 
loss  has  probably  been  sustained  or  arisen  by  the  misconduct  or 
negligence  of  the  master  or  mariners  of  such  foreign  ahip  or  vei- 
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sel,  then  and  in  every  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  such 
judge  to  cause  such  foreign  ship  or  vessel,  being  in  any  harbour, 
port,  river,  or  creek,  or  other  place  within  three  miles  of  the 
coast  of  the  united  kingdom,  to  be  arrested  and  detained  until 
the  master  or  owner  or  consignee  of  such  ship  or  vessel  shall 
undertake  to  appear  and  be  defendant  in  any  action  which  may  be 
brought  for  such  loss  or  damage,  and  give  such  sufficient  security, 
by  bail  or  otherwise,  for  all  costs  and  damages,  if  recovered,  as  shiul 
be  directed  and  ordered  by  such  judee,  if  it  shall  upon  the  trial 
of  such  action  or  suit  appear  that  sucn  loss  or  damage  shall  have 
arisen  from  such  negligence  or  misconduct  as  aforesaid  ;  and  in 
such  action  or  suit  the  person  giving  security  shall  be  made  defen- 
dant, and  shall  be  stated  to  be  the  owner  of  the  foreign  ship  or 
vessel  doing  such  damage  ;  and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  in  any 
such  action  or  suit  to  give  any  other  evidence  of  the  liability  of 
such  person  to  such  suit  or  action  than  the  production  of  the 
order  of  the  judge  made  in  relation  to  such  security  as  aforesaid  ; 
and  any  collector  or  comptroller  of  the  customs  shall,  upon  notice 
served  upon  him  of  the  fact  of  such  application  having  been  made 
as  aforesaid,  have  power  and  is  hereby  required  to  detain  such 
ship  or  vessel  until  the  result  of  such  application  shall  be  made 
known. 

42.  And  be  is  enacted,  That  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Seneaots 
cinque  ports  every  serjeant  of  the  lord  warden  of  the  cinque  ports  tod  deputy 
and  his  deputy  shall  have  the  same  power  and  authority,  and  be  "wi**!***  of  the 
liable  to  the  same  duties  and  services,  as  are  herein-before  enacted  hai^"SirMm«^ 
with  respect  to  the  said  receivers  of  droits  of  admiralty,  and  all  powers  and 
provisions  in  this  act  contained  relating  to  such  receivers  shall,  liable  to  the 
within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  extend  and  apply  to  the  said  aamednties 
Serjeants  and  their  deputies  in  as  full  and  ample  a  manner  as  if  **  receiven. 
the  same  were  now  again  in  that  behalf  set  forth  and  repeated ; 

save  and  except  that  the  reports  herein-before  directed  to  be  sent 
by  the  said  receivers  to  the  said  receiver  general  shall,  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  cinque  ports,  be  sent  by  the  said  Serjeants  or 
deputy  Serjeants  to  the  said  lord  warden ;  and  every  fee  or  other 
gratuity  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Serjeants  or  deputy  Serjeants  shall 
be  regulated  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  said  lord  warden 
for  the  time  being, 

43.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  enacted.  That  nothing  whatso^  Retenratioo  of 
ever  in  this  act  contained  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  ^^^  of  the 

so  as  in  any  manner  to  affect,  impeach,  alter,  abridge,  or  interfere  'orf^^«o  «»d 

with  the  rights,  privileges,  authority,  or  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Lj^,^  ^"^^ 

lord  warden,  or  of  the  said  cinque  ports,  two  ancient  towns  and 

members  thereof,  or  in  any  manner  to  affect,  repeal,  or  interfere 

with  the  provisions  of  an  act  passed  in  the  first  and  second  years 

of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled 

''An  Act  to  continue  and  amend  certain  Acts  for  preventing  the  Act  not  to 

various  Frauds  and  Depredations  committed  on  Merchant  Ship-  ioterfere  with 

owners  by  Boatmen  and  others  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  ***•  '  &  2  G.  4, 

Cinque  Ports ;  and  also  for  remedying  certain  Defects  relative  to  ^'     * 

the  Adjustment  of  Salvage  under  a  Statute  made  in  the  Twelfth 

Year  of  the  Reign  of  Her  late  Majesty  Queen  Anne." 
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In  cate  of  44.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  if  any  ship  or  vessel  which  may 

vessels  wrecked  be  in  distress,  wrecked,  or  stranded,  or  run  on  shore,  or  any  part 
b*'a^iumd?u(J!is  ®^  *^®  ^**'8^  thereof,  shall  be  plundered,  damaged,  or  destroyed, 
assemblage^the  ''^^olly  ^^  ^^  P***^  ^^^^  *o  or  on  any  of  the  coasts  of  England, 
hundred  to  be  Wales,  or  Ireland,  or*  in  any  of  the  harbours,  havens,  riTers, 
liable  for  creeks,  or  bays  thereof,  by  any  persons  riotously  and  tumultn- 

damages.  ously  assembled  together,  whether  on  shore  or  afloat,  in  every 

such  case  the  inhabitants  of  the  hundred,  wapentake,  ward,  ba- 
rony, half  barony,  or  other  district  in  the  nature  of  a  hundred,  by 
whatever  name  it  shall  be  denominated,  in  which  or  nearest  to 
which  the  said  offence  shall  be  committed,  shall  be  liable  to  yield 
full  compensation  to  the  owner  of  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  of  the 
cargo  or  any  part  of  the  cargo  thereof,  in  the  same  manner  in 
England  and  Wales  as  is  provided  in  cases  of  the  destruction  of 
churches  and  other  buildings  by  a  riotous  assemblage  by  an  act 
passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holden  in  the  seventh  and 
eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  King  George  the 
7  &  8  0. 4,  Fourth,  intituled  "An  Act  for  consolidating  and  amending  the 
«•  3>-  Laws  in  England  relative  to  Remedies  against  the  Hundred  ;*'  and 

all  the  clauses  and  provisions  contained  in  the  said  last-mentioned 
act  shall  be  held  to  apply  to  all  such  cases  of  plundering,  damag- 
ing, or  destroying  any  such  ship  or  vessel,  or  the  cargo  thereof, 
by  any  such  riotous  assemblage  as  aforesaid,  as  fully  and  efl^- 
tually  and  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  the  said  several  clauses 
and  provisions  had  been  particularly  repeated  and  re-enacted  in 
the  body  of  this  act ;  and  in  Ireland  compensation  shall  be  reco- 
vered, and  presented,  applotted,  levied,  and  paid  over  to  the  said 
owner,  in  like  manner  and  by  like  proceedings  as  are  provided  for 
by  the  recovery  of  satisfaction  and  amends  for  the  malicious  de- 
molition of  or  injury  to  churches,  chapels,  and  other  buildings  used 
for  religious  worship  according  to  the  usage  of  the  united  church 
of  England  and  Ireland,  by  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of  par- 
liament holden  in  the  third  and  fourth  years  of  the  reign  of  his 
3  &  4  W.  4»  late  Majesty  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  alter 
c.  37.  and  amend  the  Laws  relating  to  the  Temporalities  of  the  Church 

in  Ireland,"  or  by  any  act  amending  the  same. 
Penalty  oo  per-       45.  And  be  it  enacted,  That  every  person  who  shall  wrong- 
sons  wrongfully  fully  carry  away  or  remove  any  part  of  any  ship  or  vessel  which 
wrecil^or**^        shall  be  in  distress,  or  wrecked,  stranded,  or  cast  on  shore,  or 
boarding  ships     ^'^7  goo<^s,  merchandize,  or  article  of  any  kind  belonging  to  such 
without  leave,     ship  or  vessel,  or  (unless  the  same  person  shall  be  a  receiver  or  other 
or  hindering       officer,  or  justice,  herein-before  authorized  to  give  orders  in  cases 
the  "**^°Kof      of  wreck  as  aforesaid,)  shall  enter  or  endeavour  to  enter  on  board 
ips  or  g     s.    ^^  ^^y  gy^j^  gj^.p  ^^  vessel  as  aforesaid,  without  the  consent  or 
leave  of  the  master,  commander,  or  other  superior  officer  thereof, 
or  of  a  receiver  or  other  officer  so  authorized  to  give  orders  in 
cases  of  wreck,  or  shall  molest  or  impede  any  person  employed  in 
the  saving  of  such  ship  or  vessel  or  goods  as  aforesaid,  or  shall 
endeavour  to  impede  or  hinder  the  saving  of  any  ship  or  vessel  or 
goods  as  aforesaid,  shall  for  every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay 
any  sum  not  exceeding  fifty  pounds ;  and  where  any  such  person 
shall  have  been  detained,  or  taken  before  any  justice  of  the  peace. 
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my  such  offence,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  justice  of  th^ 
:e  to  proceed  summarily  on  the  case  without  any  information, 
to  convict  such  person  of  such  offence,  and  in  default  of  pay- 
it  of  such  penalty  to  commit  such  person  to  any  of  her  Ma- 
f*s  gaols  for  any  time  not  exceeding  six  months,  with  or 
lout  hard  labour;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  master.  Masters  or  ships 
imander,  or  superior  officer  of  the  said  ship  or  vessel  so  in  ™*y  'k^Lj 
ress  as  aforesaid,  or  the  said  receiver  or  other  officer  herein-  ^J1J^„  Joanl- 
>re  authorized  to  give  order  in  cases  of  wreck,  respectively  to  j^.  (|,qq,^ 
A  by  force  any  such  person  as  shall,  without  such  leave  or 
lent  as  aforesaid,  press  on  board  such  ship  or  vessel :  Pro-  Nothing  herein 
id  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  to  be  construed 
?al  or  in  anywise  affect  or  alter  any  provision  contained  in  an  ^  repeal  or 
passed  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  jf^^lr  J^*  * 
g  William  the  Fourth  and  first  year  of  the  reign  of  her  present  ^^  ^^  j^^  ^ 
jesty  Queen  Victoria,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  amend  the  Laws 
ting  to  Robbery  and  stealing  from  the  Person." 

6.  Provided  always,  and  be  it  enacted.  That  nothing  in  this  Nothing  herein 
contained  shall  be  construed  to  alter  or  repeal  any  of  the  to  alter  or  re- 
ises  or  provisions  contained  in  an  act  passed  in  the  sixth  year  of  pe^l  ***«  recited 
reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  g^o.  4  ^i^'. 
for  the  Amendment  of  the  Law  respecting  Pilots  and  Pilot- 
;    and  also  for  the  better  Preservation  of  floating  Lights, 
>ys,  and  Beacons  ;  "  nor  any  of  the  clauses  or  provisions  con- 
ed in  an  act  passed  in  the  session  of  parliament  holden  in  the 
3nth  and  eighth  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty  Kins 
>rge   the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  for  consolidating  and  7  &  8  G.  4, 
mding  the  Laws  in  England  relative  to  Larceny  and  other  c.  29. 
ences  connected  therewith  ;  "  nor  any  of  the  clauses  or  pro- 
ons  contained  in  an  act  passed  in  the  ninth  year  of  the  reign 
bis  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  9  q.  4^  c.  65* 
consolidating  and  amending  the  Laws  in  Ireland  relative  to 
ceny,  and  other  Offences  connected  therewith  ;  *'  nor  any  of 
clauses  or  provisions  contained  in  an  act  passed  in  the  sixth 
seventh  years  of  the  reign  of  her  present  Majesty  Queen  Vic- 
a,  intituled  *'  An  Act  to  carry  into  effect  a  Convention  between  g  5^  7  yjct. 
r  Majesty  and  the  King  of  the  French  concerning  the  Fisheries  c.  79. 
he  Seas  between  the  British  Islands  and  France ; "  nor  any 
he  clauses  or  provisions  contained  in  an  act  passed  in  the  par- 
lent  of  Ireland  in  the  thirty-fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
jesty  King  George  the  Third,  intituled  <'  An  Act  for  repairing  32  Q.  3,  c.  35. 
preserving  the  Walls  of  the  River  Anna  Liffey  in  the  City  of 
blin ;  and  for  amending  an  Act  passed  in  the  Twenty-sixth 
ir  of  His  Majesty's  Reign,  intituled  '  An  Act  for  promoting 
e  Trade  of  Dublin  by  rendering  its  Port  more  commodious.' " 
•7.  Provided  also,  and  be  it  enacted  and  declared.  That  neither  Reservation  of 
i  act  nor  any  thing  herein  contained  shall  in  anywise  extend  or  '*sbti  **^J*>* 
construed  to  extend  to  deprive  or  in  any  way  prejudice  the  HrKh°Couitof 
Its  of  her  Majesty,  her  heirs  or  successors,  nor  to  the  taking  Admiralty,  and 
ly,  abridging,  or  impeaching  in  any  manner  whatever  the  juris-  Admiralty  of  the 
iou  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Cinque  #oru 
niralty  Court  of  the  Cinque  Ports,  two  ancient  towns  and  their 
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Act  may  be 
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members,  but  it  shall  and  may  be  lawftil  for  the  said  couru  re- 
spectively! and  the  judges  thereof  for  the  time  being,  to  have, 
use,  exercise,  and  enjoy  jurisdiction  over  all  such  matters,  rights, 
and  offences  as  they  nave  heretofore  used^  exercised,  and  enjoyed, 
as  fully  and  effectually,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatever,  as 
if  this  act  had  not  been  made,  any  thing  herein  contained  to  the 
contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding. 

48.  Provided  also,  and  be  it  enacted  and  declared,  That  no- 
thing herein  contained  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to 
the  taking  away,  abridging,  hindering,  prejudicing,  or  impeaching 
of  any  grant,  liberties,  franchises^  and  privileges  heretofore  granted 
to  and  vested  in  the  corporation  of  the  Trinity  House  of  Deptford 
Strond,  or  in  that  of  the  Trinity  House  of  Kingston-upon-Hall, 
or  in  the  commissioners  acting  under  the  pr^isions  of  any  act  of 
parliament  relating  to  the  adjustment  of  salvage  for  anchors,  cables, 
and  other  ships'  materials  found  in  the  river  Humber,  or  in  the 
master,  wardens,  and  brethren  of  the  Trinity  House  of  New- 
castle-upon-Tyne respectively,  but  that  the  said  corporations  and 
the  said  commissioners,  and  the  said  masters,  wardens,  and 
brethren,  shall  hold  and  enjoy  the  same  as  fully  and  effec- 
tually, and  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  as  they  might  have  done 
in  case  this  act  had  never  been  made,  anything  herein  contained 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

49.  And  be  it  enacted  and  declared.  That  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  prejudice  or  take  away 
any  right,  property,  authority,  or  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor  of  the 
city  of  London,  or  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and  citizens  of 
the  city  of  London,  to,  in,  and  upon  the  rivers  Thames  and  Med- 
way  respectively. 

50.  And  be  it  enacted.  That  this  act  shall  extend  to  all  parts 
of  the  united  kingdom  except  Scotland. 

5 1 .  And  for  the  interpretation  of  this  act,  be  it  enacted,  That 
the  following  terms  and  expressions,  so  far  as  they  are  not  repug- 
nant to  the  context  of  this  act,  shall  be  construed  as  follows ; 
(that  is  to  say,)  the  expression  *'  Commissioners  of  the  Treasury  " 
shall  mean  '*  The  Lord  Hish  Treasurer  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
Commissioners  of  her  Majesty's  Treasury  for  the  time  being,  or 
any  three  or  more  of  them  ; "  and  the  expression  **  Commissioners 
of  Admiralty"  shall  mean  "the  Lord  High  Admiral  of  the  united 
kingdom  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
Commissioners  for  executing  the  office  of  such  Lord  High  Admiral, 
or  two  or  more  of  them  ; '  and  the  expression  "  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  "  shall  mean  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  England, 
or  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Ireland,  according  as  the  case 
may  arise  within  the  jurisdiction  of  one  or  the  other  of  the  said 
courts;  and  the  singular  number  shall  mean  and  apply  to  the 
plural  as  well  as  the  singular  number  ;  and  the  masculine  gender 
shall  mean  and  apply  to  the  feminine  gender  as  well  as  the  mas- 
culine gender. 

62.  And  be  it  enacted^  That  this  act  may  be  amended  or 
repealed  by  any  act  to  be  passed  in  the  present  session  of 
parliament. 
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SCHEDULES  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  Act. 


SCHEDULE  (A.) 


On  the 
before,  &c. 


day  of 


at 


[5Aip'«  Names,] 

A.  B.  [here  insert  the  names  of  the 
salvors']^  against  the  said  ship 
whereof  was  master,  her 

tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and 
the  goods,  wares,  and  merchandize 
on  board  the  same,  and  also  against 
the  said  master,  and  the 

owners  of  the  said  ship  and  cargo, 
{or  as  the  case  may  be,)  against  cer- 
tain goods  and  merchandize  lately 
laden  on  board  the  said  ship,  whereof 
was  master,  and  also  against 
the  said  master  and  the 

owners,  [(or,  if  the  owners  alone  ap- 
pear by  themselves  or  their  agents, 
then  Ucve  out  the  master*s  names,) 
of  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes, 
{or  as  the  case  may  be, )  aeainst  cer- 
tain goods  and  merchandizes,  and 
the  owners  of  the  said  goods  and  mer- 
chandizes,] in  a  case  of  salvage. 


in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
in  the  county  of 

\MasteT*s  Namts^ 

On  which  day  appear  personally 
W.  X.  of  and  Y.  Z.  of 

who  produced  themselves  as  sureties 
for  the  said  the  master, 

and  for  the  owners  of  the  said  ship 
and  cargo,  \or  as  the  case  may  6^,1 
for  the  said  master  and 

owners,  [or  as  the  case  may  be,']  for 
the  said  owners  of  the 

said  goods  and  merchandizes,  and 
submitting  themselves  to  the  juris- 
diction of  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty of  England,  [or  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  for  Ireland,  or  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  for  the  Cinque  Ports, 
as  the  case  may  be,]  bound  themselves, 
their  heirs,  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, for  the  said  master  and  own- 
ers of  the  said  ship  and  cargo,  [or  as 
the  case  may  be,]  for  the  said 
master  and  owners,  [or  for  the  owners 
of  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes,] 
in  the  sum  of  pounds  of 

lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  unto 
the  said  A.  B.,  &c,,  to  answer  the 
salvage  and  expenses  of  the  said  ship 
and  cargo,  [or  as  the  case  may  6e,] 
on  the  said  goods  and  merchandizes, 
as  shall  hereafter  be  deemed  by  the 
said  Court,  accordine^  to  the  tenor  of 
the  act  in  that  behalf  made  and  pro- 
vided; and  unless  they  shall  so  do 
they  hereby  consent  that  execution 
shall  issue  forth  against  them,  their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators' 
goods  and  chattels,  wheresoever  the 
same  shall  be  found,  to  the  value  of 
the  sum  above  mentioned. 


This  bail  was  duly  taken,  acknowledged  and  received  at 
the  time  and  place  above  written,  before  me,   the 
undersigned  receiver  of  droits  of  admiralty ;  and  I  do 
hereby  further  certify,  that  I  do  believe  and  consider/' 
the  persons  above  mentioned  sufficient  security  forV 


I 


W.  X. 
Y.  Z. 


the  sum  of 


pounds. 
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xxvi  THE  WRECK  AND  SALVAGE  ACT. 

SCHEDULE  (B.) 

To  A.  B.  of 

In  the  matter  of  tlie  Tessel  of  ,  whereof 

C.  D.  was  master,  lor  goods  salved  at  .] 

Take  notice,  That  the  whole  sum  paid  over  to  me,  to  be  distributed  for 
savage  services  rendered  to  the  above-mentioned  vessel  [or  goods]  on 
the  day  of  ,184     ,is£  .    That  the 

snm  allotted  to  you  is  £ 

E.  F. 

Distributor. 

Dated  this  day  of  184    . 


IJIV^       ■--■-» 


f 


^ 


